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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  86-149 


USE  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  480  FUNDS  FOR  FOREIGN  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION. 
Authorizes  construction  projects  at  military  installations. 
Authorizes  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force 
to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities  at 
designated  foreign  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies 
acquired  under  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress,  or  through  other 
commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
Requires  that  foreign  currencies  acquired  under  Public  Law  480, 
to  the  extent  available  and  feasible,  shall  be  used  in  lieu  of 
dollars  in  carrying  out  in  a  foreign  country  any  project  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  Act  or  any  other  Military  Construction  Act 
heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted. 
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86th CONGRESS  If  fj  A  A  li  A 

1st  Session 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  11, 1959 

Mr.  Vinson  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I 

4  Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 

5  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 

6  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma- 

7  nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 

8  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 

9  projects : 
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Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 
(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Training  facili¬ 
ties  and  troop  bousing,  $730,000. 

Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsylvania:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $454,000. 

Eedstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Operational  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,387,000. 

Savannah  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities, 
$1,748,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Port  Lee,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  troop  housing, 
$414,000. 

Columbus  General  Depot,  Ohio:  Utilities,  $2,783,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Port  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  $270,000. 

Dugway  Proring  Ground,  Utah:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$532,000. 
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1  (Signal  Corps) 

2  Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona  :  Operational  facilities,  research, 

3  development  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,699,000. 

4  (Corps  of  Engineers) 

5  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia:  Operational  facilities,  medical 

6  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  util- 

7  ities,  $1,376,000. 

8  (Transportation  Corps) 

9  Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Hospital  and  medical  facilities, 

10  $4,366,000. 

11  (Medical  Corps) 

12  Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Medical  facilities 

13  and  utilities,  $150,000. 

14  FIELD  FOECES  FACILITIES 

15  (First  Army  Area) 

16  Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $59,- 

17  000. 

18  Fort  Dix,  Hew  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $64,000. 

19  (Second  Army  Area) 

20  A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia:  Training  fa- 

21  cilities,  $229,000. 

22 


Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  maintenance 
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facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,- 
747,000. 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  medical  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $2,530,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Training  facilities  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $1,090,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  facilities  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $958,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Utilities,  $2,300,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities  and  real  estate,  $2,636,000. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $238,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
troop  housing,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,049,000. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $840,000. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma  :  Operational  and  training  facilities 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $5,337,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities,  $160,000. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational  facilities, 
medical  facilities  and  utilities,  $553,000. 
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Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri:  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $261,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Baywood  Park,  California:  Beal  estate,  $144,000 
Fort  Ord,  California:  Supply  facilities,  $85,000. 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California:  Utilities,  $218.- 

000. 

(United  States  Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New 
York:  Family  housing  and  utilities,  $6,417,000. 

(Alaska  Command  Area) 

Fort  Greely:  Family  housing  and  community  facilities, 
$2,395,000. 

Fort  Bicliardson:  Training  facilities,  $321,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  and  Support  Facilities) 
Various  locations:  Family  housing,  $1,646,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$29,026,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 
(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Helemano,  Hawaii:  Beal  estate,  $90,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $1,259,000. 
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Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa:  Training  facilities,  $217,000. 
Pacific  Scatter  System:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,104,000. 

(Caribbean  Command  Area) 

Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facilities,  $228,000. 

(European  Command  Area  ) 

France:  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

Germany:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $10,338,000. 

Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  commimity  facilities,  troop  bousing  and  utilities, 
$1,973,000. 

( Army  Security  Agency) 

Various  locations:  Administrative  facilities,  operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  bousing,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  family  bousing, 
and  utilities,  $5,573,000. 

(Strategic  Army  Communications) 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,288,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
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land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $99,330,000. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 
missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen 
research  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  pro¬ 
duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next 
military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 
acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000:  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de¬ 
cision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public 
work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real 
estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will 
expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  Hou.se  of  Representatives  have 
been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 
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(b)  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  638)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  hy  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing 
foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation : 

Various  locations,  France,  400  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  12,  157  units  and 
community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations : 
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Inside  the  United  States 

ARADCOM  Tac  Sites,  575  units. 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  200  units. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1,000  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  800  units. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  867  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 

Fort  Ord,  California,  500  units. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

Outside  the  United  States 

Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Rico,  150  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading,  “Continental  United 
States”,  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Aberdeen 
Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$2,288,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,613,000”. 


H.  R.  4414 - 2 
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(2)  Under  the  subheading-  “technical  services 
facilities  (Quartermaster  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  New 
Cumberland  General  Depot,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out 
“$464,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$597,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  Signal  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$1,936,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,276,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fifth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Leonard  Wood, 
Missouri,  strike  out  “$4,663,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$5,051,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$118,101,000”  and  “$295,580,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation,  ap¬ 
purtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following- 
projects  : 
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Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYAED  FACILITIES 

Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,422,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $365,000. 

David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Maryland: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $318,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Subsidence 
protective  measures,  $1,350,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,146,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  and  production  facilities, 
$3,417,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Operational 
facilities,  $7,353,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities ;  and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Field, 
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Bravo,  operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  and  real  estate,  $5,576,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Florida:  Community 
facilities,  $462,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $2.- 
811,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $26,897,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  $305,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $336,000. 

(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  $51,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $48,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California:  Troop 
housing,  $2,216,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona: 
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Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $3,940,000. 

(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force 
Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,051,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey:  Utilities, 
$726,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,196,000. 

Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  : 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $333,000. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities  and  ground  improvements;  at  Point  Arguello, 
maintenance  facilities,  research  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  ammunition  storage  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements; 
and,  at  various  Pacific  islands,  operational  facilities,  research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$30,050,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


14 


SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne,  New  Jersey:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $123,000. 

Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn,  New  York: 
Administrative  facilities,  $113,000. 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  California:  Adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  $100,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $432,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeuene,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  ammunition  storage 
facilities,  $328,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $1,137,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head,  Maryland:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $972,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Utilities, 
$1,025,000. 

Naval  Communication  Training  Center,  Corry  Field, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,000,000. 
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Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $4,712,000. 

Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Real  estate,  $81,000. 
Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Utilities, 
$144,000. 

MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New  London, 
Connecticut:  Medical  research  facilities,  $75,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 
Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Kodiak,  Alaska: 
Operational  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Camp  Chiniak,  Alaska  : 
Operational  facilities,  $40,000. 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia: 
Operational  facilities,  $1,781,000. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia:  Maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,957,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $3,179,000. 
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Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine:  Troop 
housing,  $271,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,591,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands: 
Operational  facilities,  $507,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop  housing  and 
community  facilities,  $4,133,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan:  Operational  facilities, 
$1,640,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing,  $295,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon,  Philippine 
Islands:  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$3,579,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain:  Operational  facilities, 
$11,934,000, 
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SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $4,- 
796,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel,  Turkey: 
Utilities,  $105,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 
Troop  housing,  $267,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $781,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa:  Operational 
facilities,  $2,038,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto  Rico:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $86,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Ha¬ 
waii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $274,000. 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $10,947,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi- 
H.  R,  4414 - 3 
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tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $21,765,000. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 
or  develop  Navy  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000:  Provided ,  That 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will  expire  as 
of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public  works  proj¬ 
ects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified 
pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 
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(b)  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  646)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for¬ 
eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the 
following  locations : 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston,  South  Carolina, 


40  units. 
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Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California, 
500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada,  106  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225  units. 

Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida,  40  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi,  320 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia,  Louisiana,  178 
units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  500  units. 

Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory,  Panama  City,  Florida, 
42  units. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia,  250  units. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia,  142  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California,  150 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida, 
229  units. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona, 


100  units. 
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Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 
“$72,785,000”,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,- 
000”.  (b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$72,785,000”,  and  “$212,833,000”, 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,000” 
and  “$212,983,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Memphis,  Tennessee,  by  striking  out  “$511,- 
000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$664,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations)”  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  by  striking  out  “$170,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$330,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Ma¬ 
rine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ”  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$273,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$330,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
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amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$3 12,004,000”,  and  “$460,710,000” 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$312,374,000”, 
and  “$461,086,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Facility,  New  Elver,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$39,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$52,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facil¬ 
ities”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp 
Pendleton,  California,  by  striking  out  “$1,469,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$1,596,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  un¬ 
der  the  heading  “Outside  the  United  States”  in  section 
201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “communication  facilities” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istan¬ 
bul,  Turkey,  by  stiiking  out  “$130,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$320,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
stiiking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$230,356,000”,  “$48,199,000”,  and  “$337,611,000”,  and 
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1  inserting’  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$230,496,000”, 

2  “$48,389,000”,  and  -“$337,941,000”. 

3  TITLE  III 

4  Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  estab- 

5  lish  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir- 

6  ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 

7  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  prepa- 

8  ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  fol- 

9  lowing  projects: 

10  Inside  the  United  States 

11  AIE  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

12  Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Opera- 

13  tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  faeili- 

14  ties,  $766,000. 

15  Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facili- 

16  ties,  $190,000. 

17  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 

18  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 

19  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,309,000. 

20  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Rafael,  California: 

21  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

22  K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 

23  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 

24  administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  troop  housing, 

25  and  utilities,  $2,814,000. 
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Kingsley  Field,  Klamath 
facilities,  maintenance  facilitie 


Falls,  Oregon :  Operational 
s,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 


$976,000. 


Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $1,755,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $598,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $3,419,000. 

NOB  AD  Headquarters,  Colorado  Springs  Area,  Colo¬ 
rado:  Operational  facilities,  $10,000,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,234,000. 


Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $357,000. 

Bichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis¬ 
souri:  Maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $866,000. 

Selfridge  Air  For  ce  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan : 
Maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $925,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach, 
New  York:  Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $269,000. 
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Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,266,000. 

ALASKAN  AIK  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,181,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,150,000. 

Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improvements, 
$1,750,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,690,000. 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Various  locations,  Alaska:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,510,000. 

AIK  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Borne,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $676,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $341,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,303,000. 
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McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,548,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  and  community  facilities  $2,676,000. 

Bobins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  troop  bousing,  $1,054,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City^,  Oklahoma:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$12,528,000. 

AIB  EESEAECH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullahoma, 
Temiessee:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $5,690,000. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 
$787,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  $833,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  Hew  Mexico: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,117,000. 
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Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
Training  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
and  administrative  facilities,  $3,125,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $1,822,000. 

Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Research  Site,  Alamogordo, 
New  Mexico:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $616,000. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $1,828,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $216,000. 

Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas :  Training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,307,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational 
facilities,  $405,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,598,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $408,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Opera- 
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tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
hospital  facilities,  $7,741,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
facilities,  $250,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $2,193,000. 

AIR  UNIVERSITY 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,915,000. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $391,000. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $21,810,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $822,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilites,  $750,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrigktstown,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,083,000. 
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Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $253,000. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  California:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $709,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $110,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $1,948,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $300,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $416,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,099,000. 

Bimker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,892,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,484,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$425,000. 
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Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana: 
Utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $350,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 
Hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $4,458,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $621,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi : 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $264,000. 

Davis  Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $895,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,260,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $292,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Ba.se,  Bapid  City,  South  Dakota: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,445,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $158,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $855,000. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Cheyenne,  Wyo- 
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ming:  Operational  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,523,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,711,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $6,364,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $410,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $164,000. 

Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  $325,000. 

Loring  Air  F orce  Base,  Limestone,  Maine :  Maintenance 
facilities,  $48,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $866,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $1,066,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Biverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $6,165,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 
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McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida  :  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,402,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,361,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,802,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $542,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,134,000. 

Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,533,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 
facilities,  $4,147,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$1,505,000. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $147,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $942,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster,  Missouri:  Op- 
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erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,406,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $2,800,000. 

TACTICAL  ATE  COMMAND 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mexico:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $800,000. 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria,  Louisiana:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,468,000. 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Hospital 
facilities,  $2,222,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia  :  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $540,000. 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix,  Arizona:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $93,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South 
Carolina:  Maintenance  facilities,  $151,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $672,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $3,249,000. 

Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 
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Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,- 
150,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $715,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $246,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facil¬ 
ities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $97,257,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,566,000. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $1,299,000. 

Wake  Island:  Supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,953,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $22,633,000. 
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STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $374,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Bico:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,309,000. 

Various  locations :  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $6,996,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations :  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,926,000. 

UNITED  STATES  SECURITY  SERVICE 

Various  locations :  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,908,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $16,987,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for 
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ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  and  ballistic  missile 
detection  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabili¬ 
tating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $443,541,000. 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 
establish  or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by 
proceeding  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in 
Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 
unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 
the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Kepresentatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 
final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authoriza- 
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tion  will  expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those 
public  works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that 
date. 

(b)  Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  655)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 
( 68  Stat.  454 ) ,  or  through  other  commodity  transactions 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation : 

Various  locations,  France,  300  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  203  units 
and  community  facilities. 
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1  Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  187  units 

2  and  community  facilities. 

3  Burderop  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom,  152  units 

4  and  community  facilities. 

5  Croughton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

6  Greenham  Common  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 

7  135  units. 

8  High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  136 

9  units. 

10  Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  468 

11  units  and  hospital  facilities. 

12  Ruislip  (West)  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  commii- 

13  nity  facilities. 

14  Scultkorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  61  units 

15  and  community  facilities. 

16  Welford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

17  Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  cominu- 

18  nity  facilities. 

19  Woodbridge  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  commu- 

20  nity  facilities. 

21  Classified  location,  333  units  and  community  facilities. 

22  (b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 

23  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 

24  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
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construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470  units. 
Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  300  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  150  units. 
Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  300  units. 
Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  340  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 

Hover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  190  units. 
Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  300  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  470  units. 
Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  240  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  285  units. 

Iv.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  260  units. 
Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330  units. 
Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  400  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230  units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  320  units. 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  550  units. 
Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  300  units. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  240  units. 
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Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170  units. 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  400  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350  units. 
Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended,  under  the  heading  ‘'Outside  the  United 
States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  "alaskan  aie  command”, 
with  respect  to  Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  strike  out 
"$1,630,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  "$1,895,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
"$160,705,000”,  and  "$607,460,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  "$160,970,000”,  and  "$607,725,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended,  under 
the  heading  "Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301 
as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  "steategic  air  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base, 
Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out  "$1,832,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  "$2,182,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  "$3,265,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  "$3,890,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base, 
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Ivansasville,  Wisconsin,  strike  out  “$15,552,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$16,655,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$542,161,000”  and 
“$952,415,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$544,- 
239,000”  and  “$954,493,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  IV 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military  department 
may  proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  under  this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  529;  40 
IT.S.O.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority 
for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  super¬ 
vision  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be 
exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section 
355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  255), 
and  even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  author¬ 
ity  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make 
surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government- 
owned  land,  or  otherwise. 
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Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  hut 
appropriations  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States,  $90,212,- 
000;  outside  the  United  States,  $24,210,000;  section 
102,  $99,330,000;  section  103,  $17,500,000;  or  a  total 
of  $231,252,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States,  $114,- 
514,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $41,505,000;  sec¬ 
tion  202,  $21,765,000;  section  203,  $17,500,000;  or  a 
total  of  $195,284,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $332,- 
664,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $79,056,000;  sec¬ 
tion  302,  $443,541,000;  section  303,  $17,500,000;  or 
a  total  of  $872,761,000. 

Sec.  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II, 
and  III  of  this  Act,  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
concerned,  be  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  (other  than  Alaska)  and  by  10  per 
centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  States  or  in  Alaska. 
However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title  may 
not  be  more  than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  projects  in  that  title. 
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Sec.  404.  Whenever — 

( 1 )  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
section  2313  (h)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  con¬ 
tracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or  de¬ 
velopment  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in  for¬ 
eign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 
this  Act;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  those  contracts; 

the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  that  section. 

Sec.  405.  Contracts  made  by  the  United  States  under 
this  Act  shall  he  awarded,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national 
security  will  not  be  impaired  and  the  award  is  consistent 
with  chapter  137  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  Sec¬ 
retaries  of  the  military  departments  shall  report  semiannually 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on 
other  than  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible 
bidder. 

Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations  for 
military  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary 
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of  a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establish¬ 
ment  or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities, 
and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are 
contained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  31,  1957,  and  not 
superseded  or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization 
are  repealed,  except — 

( 1 )  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in 
the  titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as 
to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in 
part  before  July  1,  1960,  and  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guarantee  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of 
$10,000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained 
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in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28, 
1951  (65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act 
of  April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended; 

(7)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  507 
of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  661), 
the  authorization  for: 

(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  installation 
in  the  amount  of  $2,234,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69 
Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $369,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe  in  the 
amount  of  $6,925,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  994)  ; 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in  the 
amount  of  $1,060,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991, 994)  ; 

(e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,300,- 
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000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994)  ; 

(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  removal 
for  flight  clearance  in  the  amount  of  $754,000  at 
various  locations  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  ‘'Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations)  ”  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332),  as  amended; 

(g)  operational  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$700,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville, 
Florida  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201, 
under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
and  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Fleet  Sup¬ 
port  Air  Stations)”  in  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  996) ,  as  amended; 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  contained  in  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to  the  extent  that  section 
504  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636, 
660),  made  available  such  authorization  for  the 
construction  of  family  housing  for  the  Department 
of  the  Army  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania, 
Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana,  and  Fort 
Shatter,  Hawaii,  and  for  the  Department  of  the 
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Air  Force  at  Sundance,  Wyoming,  and  at  four 
locations  outside  the  United  States. 

Sec.  407.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1959  through  and  in¬ 
cluding  1962,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facil¬ 
ities  at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment 
as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  depend¬ 
ents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is 
a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military 
tactical  installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  he  leased 
on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  seven 
thousand  five  hundred  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at 
any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing 
facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations  available  for 
maintenance  and  operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a 
month  for  any  such  unit.” 

Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of 
August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall 
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be  contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military 
installations  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units 
involved  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  except  (1)  housing  units 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  rental  guarantee  family 
housing  authorized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622)  ;  and  (3)  housing  unit's  leased 
for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms 
of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
section  2675  of  title  10,  United  States  Code/’ 

Sec.  409.  Section  407  of  the  Act  of  August  30,  1957 
(71  Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  407.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any 
other  law,  members  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  Marine 
Corps,  Coast  Guard,  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey,  and  Public 
Health  Service,  with  dependents,  may  occupy  on  a  rental 
basis,  without  loss  of  basic  allowance  for  quarters,  inadequate 
Government-owned  quarters  under  the  jurisdiction  of  any 
of  the  uniformed  services  which  have  been  constructed, 
converted,  or  designated  for  assignment  as  public  quarters. 
The  net  difference  between  the  basic  allowance  for  quarters 
and  the  fair  rental  value  of  such  quarters  shall  be  paid  from 
otherwise  available  appropriations. 
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“(b)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  he  adminis¬ 
tered  under  regulations  approved  by  the  President. 

“(c)  The  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force  for  the  respective  military  departments,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  for  the  Coast  Guard  when  the  Coast 
Guard  is  operating  as  a  service  in  the  Treasury  Department, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  Coast  and  Geodetic 
Survey,  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  for  the  Public  Health  Service  (hereafter  referred  to 
as  the  ‘Secretaries’),  are  each  authorized,  subject  to  stand¬ 
ards  established  pursuant  to  (b)  above,  to  designate  as 
rental  housing  Government-owned  housing  which  has  been 
constructed,  converted,  or  designated  for  assignment  as 
public  quarters  and  which  he  determines  to  be  inadequate 
for  such  purposes. 

“(d)  The  Secretaries  are  each  further  authorized,  sub¬ 
ject  to  standards  established  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  above, 
to  lease  inadequate  Government-owned  housing  to  personnel 
of  any  of  the  mentioned  services  for  occupancy  by  them  and 
their  dependents.  The  housing  facilities  leased,  as  herein 
provided,  shall  have  either  been  constructed  or  converted  for 
assignment  as  public  quarters  with  funds  derived  from  appro¬ 
priations  made  for  such  purposes,  or  else  designated  for 
assignment  as  public  quarters. 

“(e)  All  housing  units  determined  pursuant  to  subsec- 
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tion  (c)  of  this  section  to  be  inadequate  shall,  prior  to  July 
1,  1961,  either  be  altered  or  improved  so  as  to  qualify  as 
public  quarters,  or  be  demolished  or  otherwise  disposed  of. 

“(f)  This  section  shall  have  no  application  to  any  hous¬ 
ing  financed  with  mortgages  insured  under  the  provisions  of 
title  VIII  of  the  National  Housing  Act  as  in  effect  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955. 

“(g)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  repeal 
or  affect  the  authority  contained  in  the  Act  of  July  2,  1945 
(59  Stat.  316)  ” 

Sec.  410.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following- 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Army 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding- 
grades  below  major.” 

(b)  Section  7574  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Navy 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
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I, 400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  lieutenant  commander.” 

(c)  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“  (g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air 
Force  may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 
area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers 
holding  grades  below  major.” 

Sec.  411.  To  the  extent  that  any  authority  provided 
by  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636),  or  this 
Act,  for  the  construction  of  appropriated  fund  family  housing 
at  locations  in  foreign  countries  is  not  utilized,  the  con¬ 
struction  or  acquisition  of  the  number  of  housing  units  so 
authorized  may  be  accomplished  at  the  same  locations  under 
the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954 
(68  Stat.  1119,  1125) ,  as  amended. 

Sec.  412.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I, 

II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any 
building  construction  project  within  the  continental  United 
States  (other  than  Alaska)  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

(1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  ware¬ 
housing  ; 
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(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters; 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of 
special  circumstances,  application  to  such  project  of  the 
limitations  on  unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is  im¬ 
practicable. 

Sec.  413.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3,  1958  (72 
Stat.  78)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$500,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$900,000.” 

Sec.  414.  (a)  Section  2662,  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  repealed. 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  159,  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  following  item: 

“2662.  Real  property  transactions:  agreement  with  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees;  reports.” 

(c)  Section  43  of  the  Act  of  August  10,  1956  (70 A 
Stat.  636)  is  repealed. 

Sec.  415.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  of  this  Act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Military  Construction  Act  of  1959”. 

TITLE  V 

Reserve  Forces  Facilities 

Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  the  following  facilities  for  reserve  forces: 


1 


( 1 )  For  Department  of  the  Army : 


2  AEMY  BESEBVE 

3  Akron  (Number  2),  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

4  Allentown-Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facili- 

5  ties,  $302,000. 

6  Anderson,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

7  Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

8  Aurora,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

9  Bardstown,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

10  Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

11  Bellaire,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

12  Bloomington,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

13  Bloomington,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

14  Bridgeport-Fairfield,  Connecticut:  Training  facilities 

15  addition,  $64,000. 

16  Bronx,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 

17  Brownsville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

18  Butler,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

19  Champaign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

20  Chicago  Heights,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

21  Chico,  California:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

22  Cumberland,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 

23  Dallas  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities  addition, 

24  $64,000. 

25  Dayton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 
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Delaware,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Detroit  (Number  1),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Detroit  (Number  2),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $156,000. 
El  Dorado,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Evanston,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Elint,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $551,000. 

Fort  Smith,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Fulton,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Gadsden,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $144,000. 
Galveston,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Hammond,  Indiana:  Training  facilities:  $168,000. 
Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Joliet,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

La  Crosse,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Lafayette,  Louisiana:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Malone,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
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Mankato,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Marion,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Meadville,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Milwaukee  (West),  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Morristown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Mount  Vernon,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muskogee,  Oklahoma  :  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
New  Orleans  (Number  1),  Louisiana:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $520,000. 

Odessa,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Painesville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Pittsburgh  (Number  3),  Pennsylvania:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $574,000. 

Purcell,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Holla,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Rutland,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $143,000. 
Sacramento,  California:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$61,000. 

Saint  Cloud.  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $330,000. 
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Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $61,000. 

San  Antonio  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$520,000. 

San  Diego,  California:  Training  facilities,  $526,000. 
San  Marcos,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Santa  Barbara,  California :  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $259,000. 
Springfield,  Missouri:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$73,000. 

Uniontown,  Pennsylvania  :  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 
Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Washington,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Washington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Washington,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,- 

000. 

Wenatchee,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Westminster,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  additions, 
$1,788,000. 

Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $800,000. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (ARMORY) 

Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $55,000. 
Anchorage,  Alaska  :  Training  facilities,  $276,000. 
Baltimore  (Dundalk),  Maryland:  Training  facilities, 
$215,000. 
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Bayamon,  Puerto  Rico :  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Beebe,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Belen,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Benson,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Birmingham,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Buffalo,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 
Butte,  Montana  :  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Colby,  Kansas :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Colville,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

De  Witt,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Donna,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Dover,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Durant,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont  :  Training  facilities,  $169,000. 
Farmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Gainesville,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Greeley,  Colorado:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 
Hazen,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Idaho  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Inman,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Iuka,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
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Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 
Jonesville,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Leominster,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities, 

$200,000. 

Logan,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Milan,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $235,000. 
Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

New  Brockton,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $46,000. 

Omaha,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 
Plentywood,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $63,000. 
Ponce,  Puerto  Pico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Princeton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Quitman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Riverdale,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Ronceverte,  West  Virginia  :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 
Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $565,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

San  German,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $150,- 

000. 

San  German,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
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Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $600,000. 
Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Troy,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  conversions, 
$84,000. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

(NONARMORY) 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  $57,- 

000. 

Buckhannon,  West  Virginia:  Administrative  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $206,000. 

Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $308,- 

000. 

Hayward,  Wisconsin :  Maintenance  facilities,  $52,000. 
Jersey  City,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$49,000. 

(2)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (AVIATION) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base),  Atlanta, 
Georgia  :  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  $838,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Operational  facilities 


and  supply  facilities,  $348,000. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $59,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  He,  Michigan:  Operational 
facilities  and  utilities,  $771,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $563,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Supply  fa¬ 
cilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $178,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Operational  facilities, 
$192,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts: 
Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 
$797,000. 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Beaumont,  Texas:  Operational  facilities,  $65,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Champaign,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland,  Ohio:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $655,000. 
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Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $204,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville,  Texas: 
Training  facilities,  $35,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven,  Connecti¬ 
cut:  Operational  facilities,  $323,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $697,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  $226,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Wkitestone,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  $104,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $518,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Johnson  City, 
Tennessee:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $330,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $370,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael, 
California:  Training  facilities,  $490,000. 
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Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Tampa,  Florida: 
Training  facilities,  $391,000. 

( 3 )  For  Department  of  the  Air  F orce : 

AIE  FORCE  RESERVE 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Supply 
facilities  and  operational  facilities,  $364,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Troop  housing  and 
utilities,  $92,000. 

Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $823,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Troop 
housing,  $43,000. 

O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  utilities,  $1,- 
890,000. 

Portland  International  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon: 
Operational  facilities,  $588,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri: 
Supply  facilities,  $105,000. 

Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Station,  Philadelphia,  Penn¬ 
sylvania:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  troop 
housing,  $188,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan :  Operational 
facilities,  $105,000. 
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New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisi¬ 
ana:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $274,000. 

Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Operational  facilities, 
$238,000. 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel,  Minnesota: 
Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $4,963,000. 

Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $426,000. 

Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington,  Vermont: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin :  Operational 
facilities,  $82,000. 

Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming: 
Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $123,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $245,000. 

Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Maui. 
Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $446,000. 

Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $596,000. 

Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Operational  fa¬ 


cilities,  $946,000. 
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Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities, 
$259,000. 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $238,000. 

Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Kauai, 
Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $283,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  $2,323,000. 

Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis,  Tennessee:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,825,000. 

Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria,  Illinois:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $192,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto 
Rico:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $943,000. 

Sioux  Falls  (Foss  Field),  Sioux  Falls,  South  Dakota: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield,  Ohio:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $105,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facili¬ 


ties,  $123,000. 
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Will  Rogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $317,000. 

(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  neces¬ 
sary  by  changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment 
to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities  for 
inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for 
specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  interests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de¬ 
cision  to  implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any 
facility  to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection:  Provided , 
That  the  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  facilities  authorized  by  this 
subsection. 

Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  under 
the  heading  “naval  reserve  (aviation)”  in  clause  (1) 
of  section  603  by  striking  out  the  following : 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance 
facilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000.” 
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“Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  under  the  beading 
“air  national  guard  of  the  united  states”  of  section 
603  as  follows : 

(1)  With  respect  to  Barnes  Field,  Westfield, 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$740,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,030,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  various  locations:  Bunway 
arrestor  barriers,  strike  out  “$300,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$480,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“army  reserve”  of  section  603  as  follows : 

( 1 )  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike  out 
“$40,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$61,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South  Carolina, 
strike  out  “$85,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$117,000”. 

(3)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Pennsylvania, 
strike  out  “$99,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 


“$136,000”. 

22 

(d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 

23 

“army  national  guard  of  the  united  states 

24 

(armory)”  in  clause  3  of  section  603  by  striking  out  the 

25 

following : 
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“Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 

$45,000.” 

“Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000.” 

“Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000.” 

“Hammonton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$175,000.” 

“Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$130,000.” 

“Pitman,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

“Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

“Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $15,000.” 

(e)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  606  “$11,886,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$10,582,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(2)  (b)  of  section  606  “$11,976,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$12,446,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  606  “$28,330,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$27,352,000”. 

Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  imder  this  title  without 
regal'd  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Eevised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  and  sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 


(38 


1  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur- 

2  veys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision 

3  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 

4  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the 

5  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land 

6  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 

7  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 

8  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  pur- 

9  chase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

10  Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  author- 

11  ized  by  section  501  for  the  respective  reserve  components 

12  of  the  armed  forces  may  not  exceed — 

13  ( 1 )  for  Department  of  the  Army : 


14 


15 


(a)  Army  Reserve,  $20,748,000; 

(b)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 


16 


$8,316,000; 


17 


(2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and  Marine 
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Corps  Reserves,  $8,300,000; 


19 


(3)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 


20 


21 


$15,536,000. 


22 
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Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  501  of 
this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
be  increased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 
projects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve,  the  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  of  the  United  States,  the  Naval  and  Marine 
Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  the  Air  National 
Guard  of  the  United  States,  mav  not  exceed  the  amounts 
named  in  clauses  (1)  (a),  (1)  (b) ,  (2),  (3)  (a),  and 
(3)  (b)  of  section  504,  respectively. 

Sec.  506.  This  title  may  he  cited  as  the  “Reserve  Forces 
Facilities  Act  of  1959.” 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  1086 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

F  K  BRIT  ARY  1 7,  1 959 

Mr.  Russell  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Saltonstall)  (by  request)  introduced  the 
following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  arid 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Represents 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I 

4  Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 

5  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 

6  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma^- 

7  nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 

8  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment',  for  the  following 

9  projects : 
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Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 
(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Training  facili¬ 
ties  and  troop  housing,  $730,000. 

Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsylvania:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $454,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Operational  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test'  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,387,000. 

Savannah  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities, 
$1,748,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  troop  housing, 
$414,000. 

Columbus  General  Depot,  Ohio:  Utilities,  $2,783,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  $270,000. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$532,000. 
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(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Operational  facilities,  research, 
development  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,699,000. 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia:  Operational  facilities,  medical 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  util¬ 
ities,  $1,376,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Hospital  and  medical  facilities, 
$4,366,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Medical  facilities 
and  utilities,  $150,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 
(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $59,- 

000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $64,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $229,000. 


Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  maintenance 


4 


1  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,- 

2  747,000. 

3  Tort  Meade,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  medical  fa- 

4  cilities,  and  utilities,  $2,530,000. 

5  (Third  Army  Area) 

6  Fort  Benning,  Georgia :  Training  facilities  and  mainte- 

7  nance  facilities,  $1,090,000. 

8  Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  facilities  and 

9  maintenance  facilities,  $958,000. 

10  Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Utilities,  $2,300,000. 

11  Fort  Bucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facili- 

12  ties,  supply  facilities  and  real  estate,  $2,636,000. 

13  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $238,000. 

14  (Fourth  Army  Area) 

15  Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 

16  troop  housing,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad- 

17  ministrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,049,000. 

18  Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 

19  facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $840,000. 

20  Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities 

21  and  maintenance  facilities,  $5,337,000. 

22  (Fifth  Army  Area) 

23  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities,  $160,000. 

24  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational  facilities, 

25  medical  facilities  and  utilities,  $553,000. 
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Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri:  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $261,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Baywood  Park,  California:  Beal  estate,  $144,000 
Fort  Ord,  California:  Supply  facilities,  $85,000. 
Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California:  Utilities,  $218*r 

000. 


(United  States  Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Acadentty,  West  Point,  New 
York:  Family  housing  and  utilities,  $6,417,000. 

(Alaska  Command  Area) 

Fort  Greely:  Family  housing  and  community  facilities 
$2,395,000. 


Fort  Kichardson:  Training  facilities,  $321,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  and  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Family  housing,  $1,646,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities; 


$29,026,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 
(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Helemano,  Hawaii:  Beal  estate,  $90,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii :  Training  facilities  and  con*£ 
munity  facilities,  $1,259,000. 
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Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa:  Training  facilities,  $217,000. 
Pacific  Scatter  System:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,104,000. 

(Caribbean  Command  Area) 

Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facilities,  $228,000. 

(European  Command  Area  ) 

France:  Training  facibties,  $140,000. 

Germany:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facibties,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $10,338,000. 

Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  community  facilities,  troop  bousing  and  utilities, 
$1,973,000. 

(Army  Security  Agency) 

Various  locations:  Administrative  facibties,  operational 
facibties,  maintenance  facibties,  troop  housing,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facibties,  community  facibties,  family  bousing, 
and  utilities,  $5,573,000. 

(Strategic  Army  Communications) 

Various  locations:  Operational  facibties,  community 
facibties,  and  utilities,  $1,288,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  estabbsb 
or  develop  classified  mibtary  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabihtating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  pubbc  works,  including 
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land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $99,330,000. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 
missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen 
research  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  pro¬ 
duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next 
military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 
acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000:  Provided , 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de¬ 
cision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public 
work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real 
estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will 
expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have 
been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 
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1  (b)  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 

2  Stat.  636,  638)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 

3  works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Commit- 

4  tees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre- 

5  sentatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment 

6  of  this  Act. 

7  Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 

8  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 

9  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 

10  authorized,  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 

11  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com- 

12  munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing 

13  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 

14  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 

15  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans- 

16  actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation : 

17  Various  locations,  France,  400  units. 

18  Army  Security  Agency,  location  12,  157  units  and 

19  community  facilities. 

20  (b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 

21  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat,  646),  as 

22  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con- 

23  struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 

24  the  following  locations ; 
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Inside  the  United  States 

ARADCOM  Tac  Sites,  575  units. 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  200  units. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1,000  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  800  units. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  867  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 

Fort  Ord,  California,  500  units. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

Outside  the  United  States 

Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Rico,  150  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading,  “Continental  United 
States”,  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Aberdeen 
Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$2,288,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,613,000”. 
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(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Quartermaster  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  New 
Cumberland  General  Depot,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out 
“$464,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$597,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  Signal  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Port 
Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$1,936,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,276,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Pifth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Port  Leonard  Wood, 
Missouri,  strike  out  “$4,663,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$5,051,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$118,101,000”  and  “$295,580,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation,  ap¬ 
purtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 
projects : 
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Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,422,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $365,000. 

David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Maryland: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $318,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California :  Subsidence 
protective  measures,  $1,350,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,146,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  and  production  facilities, 
$3,417,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Operational 
facilities,  $7,353,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities ;  and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Field, 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


12 


Bravo,  operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  and  real  estate,  $5,576,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Florida:  Community 
facilities,  $462,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $2,- 
811,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $26,897,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  $305,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia  :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $336,000. 

(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  $51,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $48,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California:  Troop 
housing,  $2,216,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona: 
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Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $3,940,000. 

(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force 
Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,051,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey:  Utilities, 
$726,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,196,000. 

Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  : 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $333,000. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities  and  ground  improvements;  at  Point  Arguello, 
maintenance  facilities,  research  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  ammunition  storage  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements; 
and,  at  various  Pacific  islands,  operational  facilities,  research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$30,050,000. 
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SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne,  New  Jersey:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $123,000. 

Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn,  New  York: 
Administrative  facilities,  $113,000. 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  California:  Adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  $100,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $432,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeuene,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  ammunition  storage 
facilities,  $328,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $1,137,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head,  Maryland:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $972,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Utilities, 
$1,025,000. 

Naval  Communication  Training  Center,  Corry  Field, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,000,000. 
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Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $4,712,000. 

Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Real  estate,  $81,000. 
Naval  Training  Center,  San  Iliego,  California:  Utilities, 
$144,000. 

MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New  London, 
Connecticut:  Medical  research  facilities,  $75,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 
Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Kodiak,  Alaska: 
Operational  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Camp  Chiniak,  Alaska : 
Operational  facilities,  $40,000. 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia: 
Operational  facilities,  $1,781,000. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia:  Maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,957,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $3,179,000. 
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Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine:  Troop 
housing,  $271,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,591,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands: 
Operational  facilities,  $507,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop  housing  and 
community  facilities,  $4,133,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan:  Operational  facilities, 
$1,640,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing,  $295,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon,  Philippine 
Islands:  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$3,579,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain:  Operational  facilities, 
$11,934,000. 
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SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $4,- 
796,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel,  Turkey: 
Utilities,  $105,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 
Troop  housing,  $267,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $781,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa:  Operational 
facilities,  $2,038,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto  Rico:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $86,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Ha¬ 
waii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $274,000. 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $10,947,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi- 
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1  tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip- 

2  ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $21,765,000. 

3  Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 

4  or  develop  Navy  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 

5  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  mis- 

6  rtions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re- 

7  search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc- 

8  tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 

9  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  mili- 

10  tary  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 

11  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there- 

12  with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 

13  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui- 

14  sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip- 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000:  Provided,  That 

15  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
17  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
15  Representatives,  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
1®  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
25  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 

21  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will  expire  as 

22  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public  works  proj- 

no 

ects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
21  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified 
pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 


19 


1  (b)  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 

2  Stat.  636,  646)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 

3  works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 

4  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

5  tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 

6  this  Act.  ; 

7  Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 

8  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 

9  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is 

10  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 

11  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com- 

12  munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for- 

13  eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 

14  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 

15  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans- 

16  actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation; 

17  Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  units. 

18  (b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 

19  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 

20  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  con- 

21  struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the 

22  following  locations:  .  .  '  - 

23  Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston,  South  Carolina, 

24  40  units. 
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Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California, 
500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada,  106  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225  units. 

Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida,  40  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi,  320 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia,  Louisiana,  178 
units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  500  units. 

Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory,  Panama  City,  Florida, 
42  units. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia,  250  units. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia,  142  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California,  150 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida, 
229  units. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona, 


100  units. 
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Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 
“$72,785,000”,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,- 
000”.  (b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$72,785,000”,  and  “$212,833,000”, 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,000” 
and  “$212,983,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Memphis,  Tennessee,  by  striking  out  “$511,- 
000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$664,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations)”  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  by  striking  out  “$170,000” 
and  inserting  in  plaee  thereof  “$330,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Ma¬ 
rine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ”  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$273,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$330,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 


1  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec- 

2  tion  402  the  amounts  “$312,004,000”,  and  “$460,716,000” 

3  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$312,374,000”; 

4  and  “$461,086,000”. 

5  Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 

6  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 

7  in  section  201,  as  follows  : 

8  (1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 

9  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 

10  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  Fiver,  North  Carolina,  by  strik- 

11  ing  out  “$39,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$52,000”. 

12  (2)  Under  the  subheading  “mabine  corps  facil- 

13  ities”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp 

14  Pendleton,  California,  by  striking  out  “$1,469,000”  and 

15  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$1,596,000”. 

lcrr  :‘(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  un- 

17  der  the  heading  “Outside  ttie  United  States”  in  section 

18  201  as  follows: 

19  Under  the  subheading  “communication  facilities” 

20  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istan- 

21  bul,  Turkey,  by  striking  out  “$130,000”  and  inserting  in 

22  place  thereof  “$320,000”. 

23  (c)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 

24  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts 

25  “$230,356,000”,  “$48,199,000”,  and  “$337,611,000”,  and 
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inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$230,496,000”, 
“$48,389,000”,  and  “$337,941,000”. 

TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  projects :  / 

Inside  thIj  United  States 

#■ 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $766,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $190,000. 

*  '  • 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota:  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,309,000. 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bafael,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $2,814,000. 
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Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$976,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 


Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $1,755,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $598,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $3,419,000. 

NOB  AD  Headquarters,  Colorado  Springs  Area,  Colo¬ 
rado:  Operational  facilities,  $10,000,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,234,000. 


Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $357,000. 

Bichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis¬ 
souri:  Maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $866,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan : 
Maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $925,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach, 


New  York: 


Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $269,000. 
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1  Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida: 

2  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili- 

3  ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,266,000. 

4  ALASKLAN  air  command 

5  Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska  :  Community  facilities, 

6  and  utilities,  $1,181,000. 

7  Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Operational  facili- 

8  ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 

9  $1,150,000. 

10  Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improvements, 

11  $1,750,000. 

12  King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska:  Supply  facilities,  and 

13  utilities,  $1,690,000. 

14  Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance  facilities, 

15  $250,000. 

16  Various  locations,  Alaska:  Operational  and  training 

17  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,510,000. 

18  AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

19  Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Borne,  New  York:  Maintenance 

20  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $676,000. 

21  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  facili- 

22  ties,  $341,000. 

23  Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Opera- 

24  tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,303,000. 
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McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,548,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  and  community  facilities  $2,676,000. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  troop  housing,  $1,054,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$12,528,000. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullahoma, 
Tennessee:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $5,690,000. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 
$787,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  $833,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,117,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


21 


Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
Training  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
and  administrative  facilities,  $3,125,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $1,822,000. 

Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Research  Site,  Alamogordo, 
New  Mexico:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $616,000. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $1,828,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $216,000. 

Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,307,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational 
facilities,  $405,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,598,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $408,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Opera- 
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tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ami 
hospital  facilities,  $7,741,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
facilities,  $250,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $2,193,000. 

AIR  UNIVERSITY 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,915,000. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $391,000. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $21,810,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $822,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilites,  $750,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,083,000. 
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Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $253,000. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  California:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $709,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $110,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $1,948,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $300,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $416,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,099,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Pern,  Indiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,892,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,484,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$425,000. 
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Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana: 
Utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $350,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 
Hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $4,458,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $621,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $264,000. 

Davis  Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $895,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,260,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $292,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Bapid  City,  South  Dakota: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,445,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $158,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $855,000. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Cheyenne,  Wyo- 
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ming:  Operational  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,523,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,711,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $6,364,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $410,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $164,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  $325,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine :  Maintenance 
facilities,  $48,000. 

MaoDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $866,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $1,066,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $6,165,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 
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McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,402,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,361,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska :  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,802,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $542,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,134,000. 

Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,533,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 
facilities,  $4,147,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$1,505,000. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $147,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $942,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster,  Missouri:  Op- 
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erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,406,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $2,800,000. 

TACTICAL  ATR  COMMAND 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mexico:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $800,000. 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria,  Louisiana:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,468,000. 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Hospital 
facilities,  $2,222,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $540,000. 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix,  Arizona:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $93,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South 
Carolina  :  Maintenance  facilities,  $151,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $672,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $3,249,000. 

Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 
S.  1086 - 5 
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Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  snpply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,- 
150,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $715,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $246,000. 

AIECEAFT  CONTEOL  AND  WAENING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facil¬ 
ities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $97,257,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

MILITAEY  AIE  TEANSPOET  SEEVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,566,000. 

PACIFIC  AIE  FOECES 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $1,299,000. 

Wake  Island:  Supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,953,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $22,633,000. 


1 


STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 


2  Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Supply  facilities,  and 

3  utilities,  $374,000. 

4  Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Bico:  Operational  facili- 

5  ties,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,309,000. 

6  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

7  facilities,  suppty  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili- 

8  ties,  and  utilities,  $6,996,000. 

9  UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

10  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

11  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 

12  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,926,000. 

13  UNITED  STATES  SECURITY  SERVICE 

14  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

15  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili- 

16  ties,  and  utilities,  $4,908,000. 

17  SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

18  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

19  AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

20  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

21  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 

22  facilities,  troop  housing,  conmiunity  facilities,  utilities,  and 

23  ground  improvements,  $16,987,000. 

24  Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 

25  or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for 
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ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  and  ballistic  missile 
detection  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabili¬ 
tating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $443,541,000. 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 
establish  or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by 
proceeding  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in 
Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 
unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 
the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 

i 

final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authoriza- 
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tion  will  expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those 
public  works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that 
date. 

(b)  Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  655)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 
(68  Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity  transactions 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation : 

Various  locations,  France,  300  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  203  units 
and  community  facilities. 
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Bentwaters  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  187  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Burderop  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom,  152  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Croughton  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  imits. 

Green  ham  Common  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
135  units. 

High  Wycombe  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  136 
units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  468 
units  and  hospital  facilities. 

Buislip  (West)  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities. 

Sculthorpe  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  61  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Welford  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Wethersfield  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities. 

Woodbridge  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities. 

Classified  location,  333  units  and  community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
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construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470  units. 
Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  300  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  150  units. 
Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  300  units. 
Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  340  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 

Hover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  190  units. 
Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  300  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  470  units. 
Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  240  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  285  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  260  units. 
Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330  units. 
Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  400  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230  units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  320  units. 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  550  units. 
Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  300  units. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  240  units. 
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Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170  units. 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  400  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350  units. 
Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended,  under  the  heading  “Outside  the  United 
States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “alaskan  air  command”, 
with  respect  to  Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  strike  out 
“$1,630,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,895,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$160,705,000”,  and  “$607,460,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$160,970,000”,  and  “$607,725,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended,  under 
the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301 
as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base, 
Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out  “$1,832,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,182,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  “$3,265,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$3,890,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Kichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base, 
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Kansasville;  Wisconsin,  strike  out  “$15,552,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$16,655,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$542,161,000”  and 
“$952,415,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$544,- 
239,000”  and  “$954,493,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  IV 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military  department 
may  proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  under  this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  529;  40 
U.S.C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority 
for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  super¬ 
vision  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be 
exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section 
355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  255), 
and  even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  author¬ 
ity  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make 
surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government- 
owned  land,  or  otherwise. 
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Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 
appropriations  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States,  $90,212,- 
000;  outside  the  United  States,  $24,210,000;  section 
102,  $99,330,000;  section  103,  $17,500,000;  or  a  total 
of  $231,252,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States,  $114,- 
514,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $41,505,000;  sec¬ 
tion  202,  $21,765,000;  section  203,  $17,500,000;  or  a 
total  of  $195,284,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $332,- 
664,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $79,056,000;  sec¬ 
tion  302,  $443,541,000;  section  303,  $17,500,000;  or 
a  total  of  $872,761,000. 

Sec.  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II, 
and  III  of  this  Act,  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
concerned,  be  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  (other  than  Alaska)  and  by  10  per 
centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  States  or  in  Alaska. 
However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title  may 
not  be  more  than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  projects  in  that  title. 
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Sec.  404.  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  con¬ 
tracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or  de¬ 
velopment  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in  for¬ 
eign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 
this  Act;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  those  contracts; 

the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  that  section. 

Sec.  405.  Contracts  made  by  the  United  States  under 
this  Act  shall  be  awarded,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national 
security  will  not  be  impaired  and  the  award  is  consistent 
with  chapter  137  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  Sec¬ 
retaries  of  the  military  departments  shall  report  semiannually 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on 
other  than  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible 
bidder. 

Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations  for 
military  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary 
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of  a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establish¬ 
ment  or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities, 
and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are 
contained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  31,  1957,  and  not 
superseded  or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization 
are  repealed,  except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in 
the  titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as 
to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in 
part  before  July  1,  1960,  and  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guarantee  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of 
$10,000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained 
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in  title  I,  section  102,  of  tlie  Act  of  September  28, 
1951  (65Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act 
of  April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended; 

(7)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  507 
of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  661), 
the  authorization  for: 

(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  installation 
in  the  amount  of  $2,234,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69 
Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $369,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe  in  the 
amount  of  $6,925,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  994)  ; 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in  the 
amount  of  $1,060,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  994)  ; 

(e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,300,- 
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000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994)  ; 

(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  removal 
for  flight  clearance  in  the  amount  of  $754,000  at 
various  locations  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  ‘"Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations)  ”  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332),  as  amended; 

(g)  operational  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$700,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville, 
Florida  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201, 
under  the  heading  “Inside  tiie  United  States” 
and  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Fleet  Sup¬ 
port  Air  Stations)”  in  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  996) ,  as  amended; 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  contained  in  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to  the  extent  that  section 
504  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636, 
660) ,  made  available  such  authorization  for  the 
construction  of  family  housing  for  the  Department 
of  the  Army  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania, 
Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana,  and  Fort 
Shafter,  Hawaii,  and  for  the  Department  of  the 
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Air  Force  at  Sundance,  Wyoming,  and  at  four 
locations  outside  the  United  States. 

Sec.  407.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1959  through  and  in¬ 
cluding  1962,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facil¬ 
ities  at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment 
as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  depend¬ 
ents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is 
a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military 
tactical  installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased 
on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  seven 
thousand  five  hundred  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at 
any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing 
facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations  available  for 
maintenance  and  operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a 
month  for  any  such  unit.” 

Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of 
August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall 
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1  be  contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military 

2  installations  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units 

3  involved  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  mili- 

4  tary  construction  authorization  Act  except  ( 1 )  housing  units 

5  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the 

6  Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  rental  guarantee  family 

7  housing  authorized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 

8  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622)  ;  and  (3)  housing  units  leased 

9  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms 

10  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 

11  section  2675  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.” 

12  Sec.  409.  Section  407  of  the  Act  of  August  30,  1957 

13  (71  Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 

14  follows : 

15  “Sec.  407.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any 

16  other  law,  members  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  Marine 

17  Corps,  Coast  Guard,  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey,  and  Public 

18  Health  Service,  with  dependents,  may  occupy  on  a  rental 

19  basis,  without  loss  of  basic  allowance  for  quarters,  inadequate 

20  Government-owned  quarters  under  the  jurisdiction  of  any 

21  of  the  uniformed  services  which  have  been  constructed, 

22  converted,  or  designated  for  assignment  as  public  quarters. 

23  The  net  difference  between  the  basic  allowance  for  quarters 

24  and  the  fair  rental  value  of  such  quarters  shall  be  paid  from 

25  otherwise  available  appropriations. 
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“(b)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  he  adminis¬ 
tered  under  regulations  approved  by  the  President. 

“  (c)  The  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force  for  the  respective  military  departments,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  for  the  Coast  Guard  when  the  Coast 
Guard  is  operating  as  a  service  in  the  Treasury  Department, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  Coast  and  Geodetic 
Survey,  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  for  the  Public  Health  Service  (hereafter  referred  to 
as  the  ‘Secretaries’),  are  each  authorized,  subject  to  stand¬ 
ards  established  pursuant  to  (b)  above,  to  designate  as 
rental  housing  Government-owned  housing  which  has  been 
constructed,  converted,  or  designated  for  assignment  as 
public  quarters  and  which  he  determines  to  be  inadequate 
for  such  purposes. 

“(d)  The  Secretaries  are  each  further  authorized,  sub¬ 
ject  to  standards  established  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  above, 
to  lease  inadequate  Government-owned  housing  to  personnel 
of  any  of  the  mentioned  services  for  occupancy  by  them  and 
their  dependents.  The  housing  facilities  leased,  as  herein 
provided,  shall  have  either  been  constructed  or  converted  for 
assignment  as  public  quarters  with  funds  derived  from  appro¬ 
priations  made  for  such  purposes,  or  else  designated  for 
assignment  as  public  quarters. 

“(e)  All  housing  units  determined  pursuant  to  subsec- 
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tion  (c)  of  this  section  to  be  inadequate  shall,  prior  to  July 
1,  1961,  either  be  altered  or  improved  so  as  to  qualify  as 
public  quarters,  or  be  demolished  or  otherwise  disposed  of. 

“  (f)  This  section  shall  have  no  application  to  any  hous¬ 
ing  financed  with  mortgages  insured  under  the  provisions  of 
title  VIII  of  the  National  Housing  Act  as  in  effect  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955. 

“  (g)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  repeal 
or  affect  the  authority  contained  in  the  Act  of  July  2,  1945 
(59  Stat.  316)  ” 

Sec.  410.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Army 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  major.” 

(b)  Section  7574  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  fimds  for  officers  of  the  Navy 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
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1  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 

2  grades  below  lieutenant  commander.” 

3  (c)  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 

4  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

5  “  (g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 

6  constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air 

7  Force  may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 

8  area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers 

9  holding  grades  below  major.” 

10  Sec.  411.  To  the  extent  that  any  authority  provided 

11  by  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636),  or  this 

12  Act,  for  the  construction  of  appropriated  fund  family  housing 

13  at  locations  in  foreign  countries  is  not  utilized,  the  con- 

14  struction  or  acquisition  of  the  number  of  housing  units  so 

15  authorized  may  be  accomplished  at  the  same  locations  under 

16  the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954 

17  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125) ,  a,s  amended. 

18  Sec.  412.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I, 

19  II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any 

20  building  construction  project  within  the  continental  United 

21  States  (other  than  Alaska)  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

22  (1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  ware- 
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housing ; 
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(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing ; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters; 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  detennines  that,  because  of 
special  circumstances,  application  to  such  project  of  the 
limitations  on  unit  costs  contained  in  tills  section  is  im¬ 
practicable. 

Sec.  413.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3,  1958  (72 
Stat.  78)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$500,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$900,000.” 

Sec.  414.  (a)  Section  2662,  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  repealed. 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  159,  title  10,  United  States 

Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  following  item : 

“2662.  Real  property  transactions :  agreement,  with  Aimed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees;  reports.” 

(c)  Section  43  of  the  Act  of  August  10,  1956  (70 A 
Stat.  636)  is  repealed. 

Sec.  415.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  of  this  Act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Military  Construction  Act  of  1959”. 

TITLE  V 

Reserve  Forces  Facilities 
Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  the  following  facilities  for  reserve  forces: 
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( 1 )  For  Department  of  the  Army : 

ARMY  RESERVE 

Akron  (Number  2) ,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 
Allentown-Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $302,000. 

Anderson,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Aurora,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bardstown,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Bellaire,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bloomington,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Bloomington,  Indiana  :  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bridgeport-Fairfield,  Connecticut:  Training  facilities 
addition,  $64,000. 

Bronx,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Brownsville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Butler,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Champaign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chicago  Heights,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chico,  California:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Cumberland,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Dallas  (Number  2) ,  Texas:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$64,000. 

Dayton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 
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Delaware,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Detroit  (Number  1),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 

$602,000. 

Detroit  (Number  2),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000.  .  ‘ 
Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $156,000. 
El  Dorado,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000.  , 
Evanston,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Elint,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $551,000. 

Fort  Smith,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Fulton,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Gadsden,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $144,000. 
Galveston,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Hammond,  Indiana:  Training  facilities:  $168,000. 
Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

J efferson  City,  Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Joliet,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

La  Crosse,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Lafayette,  Louisiana:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Malone,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
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1  Mankato,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

2  Marion,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

3  Meadville,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
4-  Milwaukee  (West),  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
5  $602,000.  - 

6  Morristown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

7  Mount  Vernon,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

8  Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

9  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 

10  New  Orleans  (Number  1),  Louisiana:  Training  facil- 

11  ities,  $520,000. 

12  Odessa,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

13  Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

14  Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

15  Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

16  Painesville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

17  Pittsburgh  (Number  3),  Pennsylvania:  Training  facil- 

18  ities,  $574,000. 

19  Purcell,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

20  Rolla,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

21  Rutland,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $143,000. 

22  Sacramento,  California:  Training  facilities  addition, 

23  $61,000. 

24  Saint  Cloud.  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $330,000. 
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Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $61,000. 

2  San  Antonio  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities, 

3  $520,000. 

4  San  Diego,  California:  Training  facilities,  $526,000. 

5  San  Marcos,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

6  Santa  Barbara,  California:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

7  Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $259,000. 

8  Springfield,  Missouri:  Training  facilities  addition, 

9  $73,000. 

10  Uniontown,  Pennsylvania  :  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 

11  Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

12  Washington,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

13  Washington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

14  Washington,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $136,- 

15  000. 

16  Wenatchee,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

17  Westminster,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

18  Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  additions, 

19  $1,788,000. 

20  Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $800,000. 

21  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (ARMORY) 

22  Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $55,000. 

23  Anchorage,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $276,000. 

24  Baltimore  (Dundalk),  Maryland:  Training  facilities, 

25  $215,000. 
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Bayamon,  Puerto  Kico :  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Beebe,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Belen,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Benson,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Birmingham,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Buffalo,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 
Butte,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Colby,  Kansas :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Colville,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

De  Witt,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Donna,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Dover,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Durant,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $169,000. 
Farmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Gainesville,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Greeley,  Colorado:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 
Hazen,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Idaho  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Inman,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Iuka,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


58 


Johnstown,  Pennsylvania  :  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 
Jonesville,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Leominster,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities, 

$200,000. 

Logan,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Milan,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $235,000. 
Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

New  Brockton,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $46,000. 

Omaha,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 
Plentywood,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $63,000. 
Ponce,  Puerto  Bico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Princeton,  West  Virginia  :  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Quitman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Biverdale,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Bonceverte,  West  Virginia  :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 
Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $565,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

San  German,  Puerto  Bico:  Training  facilities,  $150,- 

000. 

San  German,  Puerto  Bico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
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Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $600,000. 
Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Troy,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000'. 

Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  conversions, 
$84,000. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

(NONARMORY) 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  $57,- 

000. 

Buckhannon,  West  Virginia:  Administrative  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $206,000. 

Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $308,- 

000. 

Hayward,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facilities,  $52,000. 
Jersey  City,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$49,000. 

(2)  Dor  Department  of  the  Navy: 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (AVIATION) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base) ,  Atlanta, 
Georgia  :  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  $838,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Operational  facilities 
and  supply  facilities,  $348,000. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $59,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  He,  Michigan:  Operational 
facilities  and  utilities,  $771,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $563,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Supply  fa¬ 
cilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $178,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Operational  facilities, 
$192,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts: 
Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 
$797,000. 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Beaumont,  Texas:  Operational  facilities,  $65,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Champaign,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland,  Ohio:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $655,000. 
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Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $204,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville,  Texas: 
Training  facilities,  $35,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven,  Connecti¬ 
cut:  Operational  facilities,  $323,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $697,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  $226,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Whitestone,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  $104,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $518,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Johnson  City, 
Tennessee:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $330,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $370,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael, 
California:  Training  facilities,  $490,000. 
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Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Tampa,  Florida: 
Training  facilities,  $391,000. 

( 3 )  For  Department  of  the  Air  F orce : 

AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Supply 
facilities  and  operational  facilities,  $364,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Troop  housing  and 
utilities,  $92,000. 

Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $823,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Troop 
housing,  $43,000. 

O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  utilities,  $1,- 
890,000. 

Portland  International  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon: 
Operational  facilities,  $588,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri: 
Supply  facilities,  $105,000. 

Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Station,  Philadelphia,  Penn¬ 
sylvania:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  troop 
housing,  $188,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan:  Operational 


facilities,  $105,000. 
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New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisi¬ 
ana:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $274,000. 

Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Operational  facilities, 
$238,000. 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel,  Minnesota: 
Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $4,963,000. 

Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $426,000. 

Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington,  Vermont: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin :  Operational 
facilities,  $82,000. 

Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming: 
Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $123,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $245,000. 

Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Maui, 
Hawaii :  Operational  facilities,  $446,000. 

Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $596,000. 

Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Operational  fa¬ 


cilities,  $946,000. 
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Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities, 
$259,000. 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $238,000. 

Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Kauai, 
Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $283,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  $2,323,000. 

Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis,  Tennessee:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,825,000. 

Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria,  Illinois:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $192,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto 
Rico:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $943,000. 

Sioux  Falls  (Foss  Field),  Sioux  Falls,  South  Dakota: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield,  Ohio:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $105,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facili¬ 


ties,  $123,000. 


1 


Will  Rogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Opera- 

2  tional  facilities,  $317,000. 

3  (4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  neces- 

4  sary  by  changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment 

5  to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 

6  designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities  for 

7  inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for 

8  specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent 
9 ^JAdth  the  interests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary 

10  of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House 

11  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de- 

12  cision  to  implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any 

13  facility  to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection:  Provided, 

14  That  the  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United 

15  States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  facilities  authorized  by  this 
1®  subsection. 

1^  Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  under 
1®  the  heading  “naval  reserve  (aviation)”  in  clause  (1) 
1®  of  section  603  by  striking  out  the  following: 

20  “Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance 

21  facilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000,” 
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“Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000/’ 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  under  the  beading 
“air  national  guard  of  the  united  states”  of  section 
603  as  follows : 

(1)  With  respect  to  Barnes  Field,  Westfield, 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$740,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,030,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  various  locations:  Runway 
arrestor  barriers,  strike  out  “$300,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$480,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“army  reserve”  of  section  603  as  follows : 

( 1 )  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike  out 
“$40,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$61,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South  Carolina, 
strike  out  “$85,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$117,000”. 

(3)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Pennsylvania, 
strike  out  “$99,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$136,000”. 

(d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“army  national  guard  of  the  united  states 
(armory)”  in  clause  3  of  section  603  by  striking  out  the 
following : 
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“Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 

$45,000.” 

“Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000.” 

“Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000.” 

“Hammonton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$175,000.” 

“Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$130,000.” 

“Pitman,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

“Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

“Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $15,000.” 

(e)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  606  “$11,886,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$10,582,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(2)  (b)  of  section  606  “$11,976,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$12,446,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  606  “$28,330,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$27,352,000”. 

Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  title  without 
regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Kevised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  and  sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 


68 


1  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur- 

2  veys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision 

3  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 

4  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the 

5  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land 

6  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 

7  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 

8  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  pur- 

9  chase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

10  Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  author- 

11  ized  by  section  501  for  the  respective  reserve  components 

12  of  the  armed  forces  may  not  exceed — 

13  (1)  for  Department  of  the  Army: 

14  (a)  Anri}7  Reserve,  $20,748,000; 

15  (b)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 


16 


$8,316,000; 


17 


(2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and  Marine 


18 


Corps  Reserves,  $8,300,000; 


19 


(3)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a  )  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 


20 


21 


$15,536,000. 
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Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  50 1  of 
this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
be  increased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 
projects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve,  the  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  of  the  United  States,  the  Naval  and  Marine 
Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  the  Air  National 
Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts 
named  in  clauses  (1)  (a),  (1)  (b),  (2),  (3)  (a),  and 
(3)  (b)  of  section  504,  respectively. 

Sec.  506.  This  title  may  he  cited  as  the  “Reserve  Forces 
Facilities  Act  of  1959.” 
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^CONGRESS  TV  I"*  T*  A 

1st  Session  K,  00/4 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  13, 1959 

Mr.  Vinson  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

/•',  '  *•  y  -v  1  >  ^ 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I 

4  Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 

5  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 

6  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma- 

7  nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 

8  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 

9  projects : 


I 


2 


Inside  the  United  States 
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TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 

(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Training  facili¬ 
ties  and  troop  housing,  $785,000. 

Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsylvania:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $454,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Operational  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
troop  bousing,  and  utilities,  $5,387,000. 

Savannah  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities, 
$1,160,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  troop  housing, 
$414,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  $270,000. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$532,000. 

(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona :  Operational  facilities,  research, 
development  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,230,000. 
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1  (Corps  of  Engineers )L  1 

2  Eort  Belvoir,  Virginia :  Operational .  facilities,  medical 

3  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  util- 

4  ities,  $1,376,000.  .  &■ 

5  (Transportation  Corps)  a-a:::  o 

6  Fort  Eustis,  Virginia :  Hospital  and  medical  facilities, 

7  $4,866,000.  '  /  7 

8  Charleston  Transportation  Depot,  South  Carolina:  Eam- 

9  ily  housing,  $251,000.  .  :  I  1 

10  (Medical  Coi'ps)  '  01 

11  Eitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Medical  facilities 

12  and  utilities,  $188,000.  £1 

13  FIELD  FOECES  FACILITIES  l  ! 

\ 

14  (First  Army  Area)  - - 

15  Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $59/ 

16  000.  ■-  -  - 

17  Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $64,000.  ‘ 

18  (Second  Army  Area)  hi' 

19  A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia:  Training  fa- 

20  cilities,  $229,000.  ~  -V  A-"-/ 

21  Eort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  maintenance 

22  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2/ 


23  747,000. 


.  Vi  _*  V 
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I  Tort  Meade,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  medical  fa- 
2.  cilities,  and  utilities,  $2,530,000. 

3  (Third  Army  Area) 

4  Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Training  facilities  and  mainte- 

5  nance  facilities,  $1,090,000. 

6  Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  main- 

7  tenance  facilities,  and  community  facility,  $1,228,000. 

8  Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Utilities,  $2,300,000. 

9  Fort  Bucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facili- 
10  ties  and  supply  facilities,  $2,662,000. 

II  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $238,000. 

12  (Fourth  Army  Area) 

13  Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 

14  troop  housing,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad- 

15  ministrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7,260,000. 

16  Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 

17  facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $840,000. 

18  Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma  :  Operational  and  training  facilities 

19  and  maintenance  facilities,  $5,337,000. 

20  (Fifth  Army  Area) 

21  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities,  $160,000. 

22  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational  facilities, 

23  medical  facilities  and  utilities,  $593,000.  ££: 

24  Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri:  Administra- 

25  tive  facilities,  $261,000. 


5 


1  (Sixth  Army  Area) 

2  Fort  Ord,  California:  Supply  facilities,  $85,000. 

3  Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California:  Utilities,  $218,- 

4  000. 

5  (United  States  Military  Academy) 

6  United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New 

7  York:  Family  housing  and  utilities,  $6,303,000. 

8  (Alaska  Command  Area) 

9  Fort  Greely:  Family  housing  and  community  facilities, 

10  $2,395,000.  :  < 

11  Fort  Richardson:  Training  facilities,  $321,000. 

12  (Tactical  Installations  and  Support  Facilities) 

13  Various  locations:  Family  housing,  $1,646,000. 

14  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

15  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 

16  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities  and  utilities, 

17  $29,026,000: 

18  Outside  the  United  States 

19  (Pacific  Command  Area) 

20  Helemano,  Hawaii:  Real  estate,  $90,000. 

21  Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii :  Training  facilities  and 

22  community  facilities,  $1,259,000. 

23  Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa  :  Training  facilities,  $217,000. 

24  Pacific  Scatter  System:  Operational  facilities,  mainte- 

25  nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,104,000. 
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1  (Caribbean  Command  Area) 

2  Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facilities,  $228,000. 

3  (European  Command  Area) 

4  France:  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

5  Germany:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte- 

6  "  nance:  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  arid 

7  utilities,  $10,338,000.  .  • 

8  Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup- 

9  ply  facilities,  community  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities, 

10  $1,973,000.  A?;:  A 

11  (Army  Security  Agency) 

12  Various  locations:  Administrative  facilities,  operational 

13  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  medical  facil- 

14  i  ities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  family  housing, 

15  and  utilities,  $5,573,000. 

16  (Strategic  Army  Communications) 

11"  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  community 

18  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,288,000. 

19  Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 

20  or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by 

21  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in- 

22  stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 

23  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 

24  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $83,330,000. 

25  Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  estab- 
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lish  or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 
missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen 
research  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  pro¬ 
duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next 
military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 
acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $5,000,000:  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de¬ 
cision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public 
work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real 
estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will 
expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Sendees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have 
been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  638)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Commit- 
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1  tees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre- 

2  sentatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment 

3  of  this  Act. 

4  Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 

5  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 

6  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 

7  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 

8  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com- 

9  jnunity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing 

10  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 

11  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 

12  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodit}"  trans- 

13  actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

14  Various  locations,  France,  400  units. 

15  Army  Security  Agency,  location  12,  157  units  and 

16  community  facilities. 

17  (b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 

18  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 

19  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con- 

20  struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 

21  the  following  locations: 

22  Inside  the  United  States 

23  ARADCOM  Tac  Sites,  575  units.  ' 

24  Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 


25 
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1  Tort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  200  units. 

2  Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units. 

3  Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

4  Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1,000  units. 

5  Fort  Hood,  Texas,  800  units. 

6  Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  867  units. 

7  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

8  Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 

9  Fort  Ord,  California,  500  units. 

10  Fort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

11  Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts,  1,200  units. 

12  Outside  the  United  States 

13  Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Rico,  150  units. 

14  Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 

15  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental  United 

16  States”,  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

17  (1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

18  facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Aberdeen 

19  Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$2,288,000”  and 

20  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,613,000”. 

21  (2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  - 

22  facilities  (Quartermaster  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  New 

23  Cumberland  General  Depot,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out 


24  “$464,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$597,000”. 
H.  R.  5674 - 2 
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(3)  Under  the  subheading-  “technical  services 
facilities  (Signal  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$1,936,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,276,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fifth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Leonard  Wood, 
Missouri,  strike  out  “$4,663,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$5,051,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amoimts 
“$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$118,101,000”  and  “$295,580,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation,  ap¬ 
purtenances,  utilities  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,422,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $365,000. 
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David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Maryland: 

Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $318,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Subsidence 

protective  measures,  $500,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 

Troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,146,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Opera- 

* 

tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  and  production  facilities, 
$3,497,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Operational 
facilities,  $7,353,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities;  and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Field, 
Bravo,  operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  and  real  estate,  $5,147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Florida:  Community 
facilities,  $400,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Flor¬ 
ida  :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,811,000. 
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(Fleet.  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $26,897,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  $305,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $336,000. 

(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Au  Station,  Beaufort,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  $51,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California;  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $48,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California:  Troop 
housing,  $2,216,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
troop  housing,  $3,940,000. 

(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force 
Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,051,000. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey:  Utilities, 
$726,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,196,000. 

Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,.  $333,000. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements;  at  Point  Arguello,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  research  development,  and  test  facilities, 
ammunition  storage  facilities,  troop  housing,  commimity  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements ;  and,  at  vari¬ 
ous  Pacific  islands,  operational  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $30,050,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne,  New  Jersey:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $123,000. 

Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn,  New  York: 
Administrative  facilities,  $113,000. 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  California:  Adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  $100,000. 
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1  MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

2  Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California:  Utili- 
&  ties,  $432,000. 

4  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina: 

5  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  ammunition  storage 

6  facilities,  $328,000. 

7  Marine  Coips  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 

8  Operational  and  training  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facili¬ 
ty  ties,  and  utilities,  $1,137,000. 

10  ::  .  ’  ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 


11  Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head,  Maryland:  Be- 

12  search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $972,000. 

13  SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

11  Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Utilities, 
15  $1,025,000. 

1®  Naval  Communication  Training  Center,  Corry  Field, 
17  Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,000,000. 

1®  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Troop 
1^  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,712,000. 

29  Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Beal  Estate,  $81,000. 

21  Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Utilities, 

22  $144,000. 

23  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

24  Naval  Medical  Besearch  Laboratory,  New  London, 

25  Connecticut:  Medical  research  facilities,  $75,000. 
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COMMUNICATION  FACILITES 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Kodiak,  Alaska: 
Operational  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Camp  Chiniak,  Alaska: 
Operational  facilities,  $40,000. 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia: 
Operational  facilities,  $1,781,000. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia:  Maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,957,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Marne: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $3,179,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine:  Troop 
housing,  $271,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 
Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,591,000. 
Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands: 
Operational  facilities,  $507,000. 
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AVIATION  FACILITIES 


2  Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop  housing  and 

3  community  facilities,  $4,133,000. 

4  Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan:  Operational  facilities, 

5  $1,640,000. 

6  Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing,  $295,000. 

7  Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon,  Philippine 

8  Islands:  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

9  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri- 

10  tory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $47,000. 

11  Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera- 

12  tional  facilities,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 

13  community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 

14  $3,579,000. 

15  Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain:  Operational  facilities, 

16  $11,934,000. 

17  SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

18  Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of 

19  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities, 

20  $4,796,000. 

21  COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

22  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel,  Turkey: 

23  Utilities,  $105,000. 

24  Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 

25  Troop  housing,  $267,000. 
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Naval  Eadio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oalni,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $781,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa:  Operational 
facilities,  $2,038,000. 

Naval  Eadio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto  Eico:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $86,000. 

Naval  Eadio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $274,000. 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $10,947,000. 

Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities, 
$760,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $21,765,000. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 
or  develop  Navy  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc- 
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tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interest  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $5,000,000:  Provided ,  That 
the  Secretaiy  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will  expire  as 
of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public  works  proj¬ 
ects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified 
pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  646)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 
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Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for¬ 
eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the 
following  locations: 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston,  South  Carolina, 
40  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California, 
500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada,  106  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225  units. 

Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  500  units. 
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1  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida,  40  units. 

2  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi,  320 

3  units. 

4  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia,  Louisiana, 

5  178  imits. 

6  Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 

7  units. 

8  Naval  Station,  Newport,  Bbode  Island,  500  units. 

9  Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory,  Panama  City,  Florida, 

10  42  units. 

11  Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia,  250  units. 

12  Naval  Badio  Besearcli  JStation,  Sugar  Grove,  West 

13  Virginia,  142  units. 

14  Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California,  150 

15  units. 

16  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida, 

17  229  units, 

18  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona, 

19  100  units. 

20  Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 

21  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 

22  “$72,785,000”,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,- 

23  000”.  (b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 

24  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec- 
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tion  502  the  amounts  “$72,785,000”,  and  “$212,833,000”, 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,000” 
and  “$212,983,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Memphis,  Tennessee,  by  striking  out  “$51,1,- 
000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$664,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ”  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$273,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$330,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$312,004,000”,  and  “$460,716,000” 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$312,214,000”, 
and  “$460,926,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
in  section  201,  as  follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
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(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Facility,  New  Fiver,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$39,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$52,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facil¬ 
ities”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp 
Pendleton,  California,  by  striking  out  “$1,469,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$1,596,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  un¬ 
der  the  heading  “Outside  the  United  States”  in  section 
201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “communication  facilities” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istan¬ 
bul,  Turkey,  by  striking  out  “$130,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$320,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$230,356,000”,  “$48,199,000”,  and  “$337,611,000”,  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$230,496,000”, 
“$48,389,000”,  and  $337,941,000”. 

TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir- 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  prepa- 
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ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIK  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $766,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $190,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota:  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,309,000. 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Rafael,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $2,779,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $955,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $1,755,000. 
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McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $523,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $3,371,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,078,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $225,000. 

Bichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis¬ 
souri:  Maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $866,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $612,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach, 
New  York:  Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $269,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,266,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,181,000. 
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Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,150,000. 

Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improvements, 

$100,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,690,000. 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Various  locations,  Alaska:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,510,000. 

AIE  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Borne,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $676,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $341,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,303,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,548,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  and  community  facilities  $2,676,000. 
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1  Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia  :  Supply  facili- 

2  ties,  and  troop  housing,  $900,000. 

3  Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma: 

4  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

5  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Re- 

6  search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

7  $12,458,000. 

8  AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

9  Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullalioma, 

10  Tennessee:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 

11  utilities,  $5,690,000. 

12  Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research, 

13  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 

14  $542,000. 

15  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational 

16  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  research,  development, 

17  and  test  facilities,  $833,000. 

18  Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico: 

19  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 

20  $909,000. 

21  Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 


7 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 


27 


Training  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,258,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $1,822,000. 

Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Research  Site,  Alamogordo, 
New  Mexico:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $616,000.  •  & 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 


Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,828,000. 


James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $216,000. 

Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,307,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational 
facilities,  $405,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Main¬ 


tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
,598,000. 
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Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $408,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
hospital  facilities,  $7,741,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
facilities,  $250,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $2,193,000. 

AIR  UNIVERSITY 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,915,000. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $391,000. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $21,357,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  com- 


23  munity  facilities,  $822,000. 
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Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware  :  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $750,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,083,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $253,000. 

strategic  air  command 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $110,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  ground  improvements, 
$569,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $300,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $416,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas : 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,099,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,725,000. 
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1  Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera- 

2  tiojial  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,484,000. 

3  Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Mainte- 

4  nance  facilities,  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 

5  $425,000. 

6  Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana  : 

7  Utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $350,000. 

8  Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 

9  Hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 

10  utilities,  $4,075,000. 

11  Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 

12  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply 

13  facilities,  $621,000. 

14  Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi: 

15  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facili- 
.  16 ;  t i  es,  ,$2 64 ,00( ) . 

17  Davis .  Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona  : 
:18  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $895,000. 

19  Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational 

20  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

21  $1,260,000. 

22  Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational  fa- 

23  cilities,  $292,000. 

24  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  South  Dakota: 

25  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,445,000. 


81 


1  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Oper- 

2  ational  facilities,  $158,000.  o 

3  Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 

4  facilities,  $762,000.  2;.^  >- 

5  ;  Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Cheyenne,  Wyo- 

6  ming:  Administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 

7  facilities  and  utilities,  $1,461,000. 

8  Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Oper- 

9  ational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop 

10  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,711,000. 

11  Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida  :  Op- 

12  erational  facilities,  $6,364,000. 

13  Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Opera- 

14  tional  facilities,  $410,000. 

15  Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington:  Op- 

16  erational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,036,000.  • 

17  Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska :  Mainte- 

18  nance  facilities,  $164,000. 

19  Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 

20  Operational  facilities,  $325,000. 

21  Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Maintenance 

22  facilities,  $48,000. 

23  MacHill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Maintenance 

24  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $866,000. 
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Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $1,066,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $6,052,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,402,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,861,000. 

Offut  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,802,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $542,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,134,000. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,533,000. 

■ 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 
facilities,  $4,147,000. 
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Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$1,505,000. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $147,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $942,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster,  Missouri:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,406,000. 

Wurtsmitk  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $2,484,000. 

TACTICAL  AIK  COMMAND 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mexico:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $800,000. 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria,  Louisiana:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,468,000. 

George  Air  F orce  Base,  Victorville,  California :  Hospital 
facilities,  $2,222,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $540,000. 
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1  Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South 

2  Carolina:  Maintenance  facilities,  $151,000. 

3  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Operational 

4  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $672,000. 

5  Sewarf  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Mainte- 

6  nance  facilities,  $3,249,000.. 

7  Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 

8  Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 

9  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,- 

10  150,000. 

11  Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina  :  Mainte- 

12  nance  facilities,  $715,000. 

13  Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera- 

14  tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $246,000. 

15  AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

16  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

17  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 

18  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facil- 

19  ities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $77,405,000. 

20  Outside  the  United  States 

21  MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

22  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 


23  $2,249,000. 
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PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Wake  Island:  Supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,211,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $21,352,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $374,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Bico:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,309,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $6,996,000.  ^ 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $8,590,000. 

UNITED  STATES  SECURITY  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities7  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,908,000. 


1 


SPECIAL  FACILITIES 


2  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

3  AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

4  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

5  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
q  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 

7  ground  improvements,  $16,987,000. 

8  Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 

* 

9  or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for 

10  ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  and  ballistic  missile 

11  detection  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabili- 

12  taring,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 

13  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 

14  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $443,541,000. 

15  Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 

16  establish  or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facihties  by 

17  proceeding  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in 

18  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 

19  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im- 

20  proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de- 

21  termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 

22  the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 

23  inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con- 

24  nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 

25  or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
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land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $5,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 
final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authoriza¬ 
tion  will  expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those 
public  works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 

Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 

i 

have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that 
date. 

(b)  Section  303 .of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  655)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

i 

tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  j  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Acj  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com- 
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munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 
(68  Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity  transactions 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation : 

Various  locations,  Trance,  300  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  203  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  187  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Burderop  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom,  152  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Croughton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Greenham  Common  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
135  imits. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  136 
units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  468 
units  and  hospital  facilities. 

Ruislip  (West)  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Sculthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  61  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Welford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 
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Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Woodbridge  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Classified  locations,  343  units  and  community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
construct  family  bousing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  300  units. 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  350  units. 

Clinton  Coimty  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  150  units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  300  units. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  340  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  190  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  500  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  470  units. 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  240  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  285  units. 
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K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  260  units. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330  units. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  560  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230  units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  320  units. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  550  units. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  300  units. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  260  units. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170  units. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  400  units. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350  imits. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended,  under  the  heading  “Outside  the  United 
States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “alaskan  air  command”, 
with  respect  to  Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  strike  out 
“$1,630,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,895,000”. 

(h)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$160,705,000”,  and  “$607,460,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$160,970,000”,  and  “$607,725,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended,  under 
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the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301 
as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command”— 

(1)  with  respect  to  Mahnstrom  Air  Force  Base, 
Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out  “$1,832,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,182,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  “$3,265,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$3,890,000”. 

( 3 )  with  respect  to  Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base, 
Kansasville,  Wisconsin,  strike  out  “$15,552,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$16,655,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$542,161,000”  and 
“$952,415,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$544,- 
239,000”  and  “$954,493,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  IV 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military  department 
may  proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  under  this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  529;  40 
U.S.C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  perma- 
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nent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority 
for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  super¬ 
vision  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be 
exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section 
355  of  the  Revised.  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  255) , 
and  even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  author¬ 
ity  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make 
surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government- 
owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 
appropriations  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States,  $86,505,- 
000;  outside  the  United  States,  $24,210,000;  section 
102,  $83,330,000;  section  103,  $5,000,000;  or  a.  total 
of  $199,045,000.. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States,  $113,- 
253,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $42,265,000;  sec¬ 
tion  202,  $21,765,000;  section  203,  $5,000,000;  or  a 
total  of  $182,283,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $295,- 
100,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $65,081,000;  sec- 
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1  tion  302,  $443,541,000;  section  303,  $5,000,000;  or 

2  a  total  of  $808,722,000. 

3  Sec.  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II, 

4  and  III  of  this  Act,  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 

5  concerned,  be  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 

6  the  United  States  (other  than  Alaska)  and  by  10  per 

7  centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  States  or  in  Alaska. 

8  However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title  may 

9  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  he  appro- 
10  printed  for  projects  in  that  title. 
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Sec.  404.  Whenever — 

( 1 )  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  con¬ 
tracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or  de¬ 
velopment  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in  for¬ 
eign  countries,  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 
this  Act ;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  those  contracts; 

the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  that  section. 

Sec.  405.  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the 
United  States  for  performance  within  the  United  States,  its 
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Territories  and  possessions,  under  this  Act  shall  be  executed 
under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and  super¬ 
vision  is  wholly  impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  exe¬ 
cuted  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  another  De¬ 
partment  or  Government  agency,  and  shall  be  awarded, 
insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest 
responsible  bidder,  if  the  national  security  will  not  be  im¬ 
paired  and  the  award  is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  Secretaries  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  departments  shall  report  semiannually  to  the  President 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a 
competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations  for 
military  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary 
of  a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establish¬ 
ment  or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities, 
and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are 
contained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  31,  1957,  and  not 
superseded  or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization 
are  repealed,  except — 
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(D  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in 
the  titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as 
to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in 
part  before  July  1,  1960,  and  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guarantee  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of 
$10,000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28, 
1951  (65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act 
of  April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended; 

(7)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  507 
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of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  661), 
the  authorization  for: 

(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  installation 
in  the  amount  of  $2,234,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69 
Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $369,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe  in  the 

amount  of  $6,925,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat: 
991,  994) ;  ( 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in  the 
amount  of  $1,060,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (  70  Stat. 
991,994); 

(e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,300,- 

•  \  i* 

000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994)  ; 

(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  removal 
for  flight  clearance  in  the  amount  of  $754,000  at 
various  locations  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  ‘‘Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities 


(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations)  ”  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332),  as  amended; 

(g)  operational  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$700,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville, 
Florida  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  20 If 
under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States^4 
and  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Fleet  Sup¬ 
port  Air  Stations)  ”  in  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  996) ,  as  amended; 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  contained  in  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to  the  extent  that  section 
504  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636, 

f 

660) ,  made  available  such  authorization  for  the 
construction  of  family  housing  for  the  Department 
of  the  Army  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania, 
Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana,  and  Fort 
Shatter,  Hawaii,  and  for  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Forces  at  Sundance,  Wyoming,  and  at  four 
locations  outside  the  United  States. 

(i)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $5,000,000  for 
Camp  Jackson,  South  Carolina,  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  326). 
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1  Sec.  407.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 

2  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 

3  read  as  follows: 

4  “Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1959  through  and  in- 
5[  , eluding  1962,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 

6  Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facil- 

7  ities  at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment 

8  as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  depend- 

9  ents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination 
19  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is 

11  a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military 

12  tactical  installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased 

13  on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  seven 
1^  thousand  five  hundred  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at 
1®  any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing 
1®  facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations  available  for 
1^  maintenance  and  operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a 
18  month  for  any  such  unit.” 

Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of 
2(^  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is 

21  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

22  “  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall 

2^  be  contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military 
2^  installations  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units 
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involved  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  except  ( 1 )  housing  units 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  rental  guarantee  family 
housing  authorized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622)  ;  and  (3)  housing  units  leased 
for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms 
of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
section  2675  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.” 

Sec.  409.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
as  follows : 

(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“  (g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Army 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  major.” 

(b)  Section  7574  is  amended  b}^  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Navy 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  lieutenant  commander.” 
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(c)  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air 
Force  may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 
area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers 
holding  grades  below  major.” 

Sec.  410.  To  the  extent  that  any  authority  provided 
by  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636),  or  this 
Act,  for  the  construction  of  appropriated  fund  family  housing 
at  locations  in  foreign  countries  is  not  utilized,  the  con¬ 
struction  or  acquisition  of  the  number  of  housing  units  so 
authorized  may  be  accomplished  at  the  same  locations  under 
the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954 
(68  Stat.  1119,  1125) ,  as  amended. 

Sec.  411.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I, 
II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any 
building  construction  project  within  the  continental  United 
States  (other  than  Alaska)  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

(1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  ware¬ 
housing; 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters; 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


51 


special  circumstances,  application  to  such  project  of  the 
limitations  on  unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is  im¬ 
practicable. 

Sec.  412.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3,  1958  (72 
Stat.  78)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$500,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$900,000.” 

Sec.  413.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  of  this  Act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Military  Construction  Act  of  1959”. 

TITLE  V 

Reserve  Eorces  Facilities 

Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  the  following  facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

ARMY  RESERVE 

Akron  (Number  2) ,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Allentown-Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $302,000. 

Anderson,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

Aurora,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bardstown,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Bellaire,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bloomington,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
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Bloomington,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bridgeport-Fairfield,  Connecticut :  Training  facilities 
addition,  $64,000. 

Bronx,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Brownsville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Butler,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Champaign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chicago  Heights,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chico,  California:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Cumberland,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Dallas  (Number  2) ,  Texas:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$64,000. 

Dayton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

Delaware,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Detroit  (Number  1),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Detroit  (Number  2),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Duluth,  Minnesota  :  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $156,000. 
El  Dorado;  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Evanston,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Flint,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $551,000. 

Fort  Smith,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Fulton,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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Gadsden,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $144,000. 
Galveston,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Hammond,  Indiana:  Training  facilities:  $168,000. 
Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Joliet,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

La  Crosse,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Lafayette,  Louisiana:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Malone,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Mankato,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Marion,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Meadville,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Milwaukee  (West),  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Morristown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Mount  Vernon,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
New  Orleans  (Number  1),  Louisiana:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $520,000. 

Odessa,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Painesville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Pittsburgh  (Number  3),  Pennsylvania:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $574,000. 

Purcell,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Rolla,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Rutland,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $143,000. 
Sacramento,  California:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$61,000. 

Saint  Cloud,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $330,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $61,000. 

San  Antonio  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$520,000. 

San  Diego,  California:  Training  facilities,  $526,000. 
San  Marcos,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Santa  Barbara,  California:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $259,000. 
Springfield,  Missouri:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$73,000. 

Uniontown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 
Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Washington,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Washington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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Washington,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,- 

000. 

Wenatchee,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Westminster,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  additions, 
$1,788,000. 

Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $800,000. 

ABMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (ARMORY) 

Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $55,000. 
Anchorage,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $276,000. 
Baltimore  (Dundalk),  Maryland:  Training  facilities, 
$215,000. 

Bayamon,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Beebe,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Belen,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Benson,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Birmingham,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Buffalo,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Butte,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Colby,  Kansas :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Colville,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Dermott,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
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De  Witt,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Donna,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Dover,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Durant,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $169,000. 
Farmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Gainesville,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Greeley,  Colorado:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Hazen,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Heber  Springs,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho :  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Inman,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Iuka,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 
Jonesville,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Lancaster,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Leominster,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities, 

$200,000. 

Milan,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $235,000. 


57 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 


Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

New  Brockton,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $46,000. 

Omaha,  Nebraska  :  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 

Plenty  wood,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $63,000. 
Ponce,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Princeton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Quitman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Riverdale,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Ronceverte,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 
Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $565,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

San.  German,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $150,- 

000. 

Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $600,000. 
Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Troy,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
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Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  conversions, 

2  $84,000.  ■ r  :■  ? 

3  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

4  (NONAEMORT) 

5  Bismarck,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  $57,- 

6  000. 

7  Buckhannon,  West  Virginia:  Administrative  and  sup- 

8  ply  facilities,  $206,000. 

9  Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $308,- 

10  000. 

11  Hayward,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facilities,  $52,000. 

12  Jersey  City,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  facilities, 

13  $49,000. 

f*  r 

14  (2)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

15  NAVAL  RESERVE  (AVIATION) 

16  Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base) ,  Atlanta, 

17  Georgia  :  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities 

18  and  ground  improvements,  $838,000. 

19  Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas  Texas:  Operational  facilities 

20  and  supply  facilities,  $348,000. 

21  Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Operational  facili- 

22  ties,  $59,000. 

23  Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  He,  Michigan :  Operational 

24  facilities  and  utilities,  $771,000. 
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1  Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Operational 

2  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $563,000.’ 

3  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Supply 

4  facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $178,000. 

5  Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas :  Operational  facilities, 

6  $192,000. 

7  Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts: 

8  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

9  Naval  Ah’  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Oper- 

10  ational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 

11  $797,000. 
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NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Beaumont,  Texas :  Operational  facilities,  $65,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Champaign,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland,  Ohio :  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $655,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $204,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville,  Texas: 
Training  facilities,  $35,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven,  Connecti¬ 
cut:  Operational  facilities,  $323,000. 
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Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $697,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  $226,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Wliitestone,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  $104,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $518,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Johnson  City, 
Tennessee:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $330,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $370,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael, 
California:  Training  facilities,  $490,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Tampa,  Florida : 
Training  facilities,  $391,000. 

(3)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Supply 
facilities  and  operational  facilities,  $364,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma  :  Troop  housing  and 
utilities,  $92,000. 

Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $823,000. 
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General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Troop 
housing,  $43,000. 

O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  utilities,  $1,- 
890,000. 

Portland  International  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon : 
Operational  facilities,  $588,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis¬ 
souri:  Supply  facilities,  $105,000. 

Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Station,  Philadelphia,  Penn¬ 
sylvania:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  troop 
housing,  $188,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan :  Operational 
facilities,  $105,000. 

New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisi¬ 
ana:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $274,000. 

Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Operational  facilities, 
$238,000. 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel,  Minnesota: 
Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $4,963,000. 

Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $426,000. 

Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington,  Vermont: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 
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1  Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin:  Operational 

2  facilities,  $82,000.  & 

3  Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming: 

4  Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

5  Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Maintenance  fa- 

6  cilities,  $123,000. 

7  Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facili- 

8  ties,  $245,000. 

9  Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Maui, 

10  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $446,000. 

11  Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York:  Operational  fa- 

12  cilities,  $596,000. 

13  Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Operational  fa- 

14  cilities,  $946,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Beno,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities, 
16  $259,000. 

11  Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana:  Operational 

18  facilities,  $238,000. 

19  Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Kauai, 

20  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $283,000. 

21  Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 

22  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  maintenance  facil- 
22  ities,  $2,323,000. 
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Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis,  Tennessee : 


1  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  supply  facili- 

2  ties,  $1,825,000. 

3  Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria,  Illinois: 

4  Operational  facilities,  $192,000. 

5  San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto 

6  Pico:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $943,000. 

7  Sioux  Palls  (Poss  Pield) ,  Sioux  Palls,  South  Dakota  : 

8  Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

9  Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield,  Ohio:  Oper- 

10  ational  facilities,  $105,000. 

11  Truax  Pield,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facili- 

12  ties,  $123,000. 

13  Will  Rogers  Pield,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  :  Opera- 

14  tional  facilities,  $317,000. 

15  (4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  neces- 

16  sary  by  changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment 

17  to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 

18  designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities  for 

19  inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for 

20  specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent 

21  with  the  interests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary 

22  of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House 

23  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de- 

24  cision  to  implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any 
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facility  to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection:  Provided, 
That  the  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  facilities  authorized  by  this 
subsection. 

Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  under 
the  heading  “naval  reserve  (aviation)”  in  clause  (1) 
of  section  603  by  striking  out  the  following : 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance 
facilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000.” 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“air  national  guard  of  the  united  states”  in  clause 
( 2 )  of  section  603  as  follows : 

(1)  With  respect  to  Barnes  Field,  Westfield, 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$740,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,030,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  various  locations:  Eunway 
arrestor  barriers,  strike  out  “$300,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$480,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“army  reserve”  in  clause  (3)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

( 1 )  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike  out 
“$40,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$61,000”. 
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1  (2)  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South  Carolina, 

2  strike  out  “$85,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

3  “$117,000”.  '  : r 

4  (3)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Pennsylvania, 

5  strike  out  “$99,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

6  “$136,000”.  *  ^  .  c 

7  (d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 

8  “army  national  guard  of  the  united  states 

9  (armory)”  in  clause  3  of  section  603  by  striking  out  the 

10  following:  7  Of. 

11  “Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities!, 

12  $45,000.”  r  "•  '  '  '  ‘  1  r  r '  ’ •  •:  ;  -  f.r 

13  “Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

14  “Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000.” 

15  “Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000.” 

16  “Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

17  “Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 

18  $130,000.” 

19  “Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

20  “Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $15,000.” 

21  (e)  Public  Law  85^685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 

22  clause  (1)  of  section  606  “$11,886,000”  and  inserting  in 

23  place  thereof  “$10,582,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 

24  (2)  (b)  of  section  606  “$11,976,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
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1  thereof  “$12,446,000 and  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 3 )  of 

2  section  606  “$28, 330, 000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 

3  “$27,702,000”. 

4  Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 

5  develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  title  without 

6  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 

7  as  amended,  and  sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10, 

8  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 

9  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur- 

10  veys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision 

11  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 

12  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the 

13  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land 

14  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 

15  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 

16  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  pur- 

17  chase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

18  Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  author- 

19  ized  by  section  501  for  the  respective  reserve  components 

20  of  the  armed  forces  may  not  exceed — 

21  ( 1 )  for  Department  of  the  Army : 

22  (a)  Army  Reserve,  $20,748,000; 

23  (b)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 

24  $8,451,000; 
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1  (2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and  Marine 

2  Corps  Reserves,  $8,300,000 ; 

3  (3 )  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force : 

4  (a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000; 

5  (b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

;6:  $15,536,000.  A  ? 

7  Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  501  of 

8  this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 

9  be  increased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 

10  projects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve,  the  Army  Na¬ 
ll  tional  Guard  of  the  United  States,  the  Naval  and  Marine 

12  Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  the  Air  National 

13  Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts 

14  named  in  clauses  (1)  (a),  (1)  (b) ,  (2),  (3)  (a),  and 

15  (3)  (b)  of  section  504,  respectively. 

16  Sec.  506.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reserve 

17  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1959.” 

18  TITLE  VI 

19  Sec.  601.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to 

20  convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  Cali- 

21  fomia,  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 

22  in  and  to  four  and  five-tenths  acres  of  land,  more  or  less, 

23  comprising  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  Light- 

24  house  Point  site  and  being  a  part  of  the  lands  known  as  the 
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1  United  States  Coast  Guard  Santa  Cruz  Light  Station,  situated 

2  on  the  northerly  side  of  West  Cliff  Drive,  approximately 

3  seven  hundred  feet  :south  of  Felton  Avenue,  in  the  city  and 

4  county  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  and  in  exchange  for  said 

5  conveyance  to  accept  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  of 

6  America  from  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  a  deed  conveying  fee 

7  simple  title  to  not  less  than  four  acres  of  land  situated  within 

8  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  to  be  utilized  as  the  site 
9.  for  a  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center:  Provided ,  That 

10  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  pay  to  the  United  States  a  sum  of 

11  money  representing,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the 

12  Army,  the  aggregate  of  (1)  the  amount  by  which  the  fair 

13  market  value  of  the  property  so  conveyed  by  the  Secretary 

14  of  the  Army  exceeds  the  fair  market  value  of  the  land 

15  accepted  in  exchange  therefor;  (2)  the  amount  heretofore 

16  expended  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  connection  with 

17  the  proposed  construction  of  the  United  States  Army  Reserve 

18  Center  at  Lighthouse  Point  for  work  and  materials  which 

19  cannot  be  utilized  in  connection  writh  the  construction  of  the 

20  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  on  the  site  to  be  acquired 

21  from  the  city;  and  (3)  the  amount  by  which  the  costs  for 

22  providing  adequate  foundations,  sewer  and  water  facilities, 

23  and  site  preparation  for  the  construction  of  a  United  States 

24  Army  Reserve  Center  at  the' site  to  be  acquired  from  the  city 

25  exceeds  the  estimated  costs  for  providing  foundations,  sewer 
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1  and  water  facilities,  and  site  preparation  at  the  Lighthouse 

2  Point  site. 

3  Sec.  602.  The  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  of  the 

4  Army  under  this  title  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of 

5  the  United  States  as  miscellaneous  receipts  except  that  any 

6  moneys  received  under  section  1  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  title 

7  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  to  which  such  costs  are 

8  charged. 
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OFFICE  OF 

BUDGET  AND  FINANCE, 

(For  Departmei 
Staff  Only} 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  | 

Issued  March  18,  1/59 

CONTENTS  For  actions  of  March  17,  /^959 

86th-lst/  No.  43 


Acreage  allotiftents . 25 

Alaska. ....... ...... 033 

Appropriations.  , ,  .9, 17 
Area  r  e  d  e  ve lopme nt\ . ....  16 
ASC  committees. . . .  .  \  .  ..32 

Civil  defense, . .\.»*5 

Crop  insurance ........ \26 

Debt  management 

Electrification . . .  7,2 

Farm  loans . . . 

Jarm  prices . .......... 

arm  program, ......... 

Flood  prevention. ..... 

Foreign  aid, . . 

Foreign  trade . . . 

Housing  loans......... 

Lands . . 

Military  construction, 


Milk. a ...... . 

. .2/ 

So  i  1  h  ar  k . . .  .  _  _ 

,..,4 

9,30 

Minerals ........ 

Statehood  ,.'rr.rtftl,T.t 

i  a 

Personnel. ...... 

. ./Z2 

Sum  In  a  ccmmed  i  ti  p  s  _  . 

.  .  t  33 

Price \supports . . 

TTnempl  oymort,  ........ 

.  -.11 

Prices X. ....... 

Water  compact 

. .  ,23 

.,11 

Public  debt , . . . . 

Water  roll  li’hi  nr _ ... 

.3,13 

Public  La\\480«. 

Water  resources ....  8, 

15,29 

•  •  ,  6 

REA. . . .V  . ./ 

Watersheds  T . 

.  .,31 

Research. . .  .\vf . 

Wildlife. . . .  .  . 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Rep,  Poage  criticized  Secn£tary\s  farm  policies.  House  committee 
ordered  reported  bill  to  increase  expimditureXiuthorization  for  special  milk  program. 
Rep,  Cooley  introduced  bills  to  j  Increase  cro^insurance  premiums  to  cover 
administrative  costs;  Frovide  revolving  fund  for>certain  FHAiloans;  Extend  automatic 
preservation  of  acreage  allotment/histories *  Rep,\Denton  introduced  and  discussed 
bill  to  exempt  REA  from  1953  reorganization  plan,  Rep.  Curtis,  Mo,,  introduced  and 
discussed  bill  to  expand  research  and  development  in  ^forestry. 


> 


HOUSE 

1.  DEBT  MANAGEMENT,  Rep.  Reuss  criticized  present  debt  management  policies  as 
leading  to  higher  interest  costs  on  the  debt  and  not  resulting  in  refinancing 
the  debt  with  Honbank,  long-term  savers  and  urged  that  the%pbjective  must  be 
to  restore  the  confidence  of  investors  in  Government  securities,  pp.  3921-8 

2.  MILK.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment\H.  R.  5247,  to 
increase/the  authorized  maximum  expenditure  for  fiscal  year  1959\jnder  the 
specia]/ milk  program.  p.  D173 

Rap.  Johnson,  Wis.,  criticized  the  Maryland-Virginia  Milk  Producers  Asso¬ 
ciation  for  calling  Wisconsin  milk  "tired  old  milk"  and  local  rules  wnfch  keep 
out  "high-quality  milk  that  family  type  Midwestern  farmers"  could  deliver  for 
/ess  "than  the  local  monopoly  charges."  pp.  3928-9 

3/WATER  POLLUTION.  Rep.  Dingell  stated  that  the  Columbia  River  was  polluted  ai^ 
that  steps  must  be  taken  to  end  this  threat  to  human  health.  p.  3929 


4.  SOIL  BANK.  Received  from  this  Department  a  report  on  the  1958  soil  bank  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program,  p,  3930 


-  2  - 


CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Received  the  Annual  Report  of  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Adtninis; 
tration  for  fiscal  year  1958,  p.  3930 


3.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amend- 
ment  H.  R.  5674,  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations  in¬ 
cluding  authorization  to  use  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign 
military  housing,  p.  D173 


7.  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Public  Works  Committee  ordered  reported  with 
H.  R.  3460V  TVA  self-financing  bill.  p.  D174 


15, 


rendment 


SENATE 


3.  WATER  RESOURCES.  \The  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  Subcommittee  of  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affaire  Committee  approved  S.  Res.  48,  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  a  committee  should  be  established  to  study  £ne  development  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  water  resources.  p.  D171 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


c 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  'Vemarks  of  Rep.  Poage/criticizing  the  Secretary's 
farm  policies,  stating  that  these  "policies  have  resulted  in  cost  far  and  away 
beyond  anything  ever  experienced  under  the  mu/n  higher  rigid  supports  of  pre¬ 
vious  administrations.  The  Pubric  is  just  now  beginning  to  recognize  that 
flexible  supports,  which  were  advanced  to  sfave.  money  for  the  taxpayer  and  to  re¬ 
duce  our  surpluses  have  failed  to  ato  either,"  and  inserting  several  tables  on 
realized  net  income  of  farmers,  appropriations  for  this  Department,  CCC  price 
support  losses,  and  farm  prices  and  income,  pp.  A2286-8 

Rep.  Huddleston  inserted  an  editorials.  "The  Law  Is  the  Law  Is  Nuts,"  criti¬ 
cizing  penalties  assessed  against  £armers\£or  overplanting  acreage  allotments, 
p.  A2271 


PUBLIC  DEBT.  Rep.  Wright  inserted  several  articles  commending  his  proposal  for 
a  systematic  plan  for  paying/off  the  national  de^t.  pp.  A2266-7,  A2267-8, 
A2270-1 ,  A2274-4 


Ll. 


UNEMPLOYMENT;  HOUSING  LOAJtfS.  Extension  of  remarks  of\Rep.  Bailey  discussing  and 
inserting  a  letter  frorj/Rep.  Teague  on  the  unemployment  situation  in  W.  Va. 
which  has  resulted  in/the  inability  of  many  veterans  to\neet  their  payments  on 
housing  loans,  p.  4^267 


( 


12.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Re^?.  Lipscomb  inserted  an  article,  "East-West\Trade  Fight  Lurks 
in  Berlin  Crisis  --  Commerce  May  Be  Secret  Weapon  of  Khrushchev  at  Summit  Con¬ 
ference,"  pp/  A2276-7 


13.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Rep.  Dingell  inserted  two  articles  discussing  the\problem  of 
water  pollution  control,  pp.  A2277-8,  A2304-5 


FOREIGN/ AID.  Rep.  Fulton  inserted  an  article,  "Maintaining  Security,  supporting 
the  President's  mutual  security  proposals,  and  urging  greater  emphasis  or 
economic  aid  for  foreign  countries,  pp.  A2295-6 


VJATER  RESOURCES.  Rep,  Brooks  inserted  his  address  as  president  to  the  National 
Rivers  and  Harbors  Congress  discussing  "problems  affecting  the  water  developmei 
program,"  and  his  recommendations  for  water  resource  development,  pp.  A2302-3 
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1.  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  ordered  reported  with 

amendment  H.  R.  1321,  to  amend  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953Xegarding  REA. 
p.  D U 


2.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Rep.  Roosevelt  urged  the  House  to  approve  additional  fun} 
social  milk  program.  p.  4062 


for  the 


'PRICES;  INFLATION.  Rep.  Patman  criticized  the  Federal  Reserve  System  for 
stituting  a  tight  money  policy  during  a  period  of  "administered  prices,"  stating 
that  tight  money  decreases  classical  inflation  but  is  "not  effective  in  check* 
ing  price  increases  of  this  kind,"  and  inserted  several  articles  on  the  sub¬ 
ject.  p.  4077-9 


FORESTS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  2497,  to  add  certain  lands  located  in  Idaho  to  the  Boise  and  Payette 
ational  Forests,  p.  D130 


5.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  with  amendment. 

H.  R.  5674,  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations  includ¬ 
ing  authorization  to  use  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign 
military  housing  (H.  Rept.  223).  p.  4080 


6. 


POSTAL  RATES.  The  Postal  Operations  Subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee  ordered  reported  to  the  full  committee  with  amendment  H.  R. 
4595,  to  clar\fy  and  make  uniform  certain  provisions  of  law  relating  to  special 
postage  rates  f^r  educational,  cultural,  and  library  materials,  p.  D181 


7.  WATER.  Received  fi'om  the  Colorado  Legislature  a  memorial/urging  the  preserva¬ 
tion  and  safeguardiHg  of  established  state  and  individual  rights  regarding  the 
use  of  water  within  ci^e  separate  States,  p.  4082 


SENATE 


8. 


COTTON  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  and  Fore strVCommit tee  reported  an  original 
bill,  S,  1455,  to  authorize  nhe  rental  of  cotpon  acreage  allotments  (S.  Rept. 
115) .  p.  3943 


AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  The  Banking  a\ul  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ments  S.  722,  to  establish  an  ef feotiveyprogram  to  alleviate  conditions  of 
substantial  and  persistent  unemployment  and  underemployment  in  economically 
depressed  areas  (S.  Rept.  110).  p.  >943 


10.  MONOPOLIES.  Passed  as  reported  S./726,  t<\amend  the  Clayton  Act  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  more  expeditious  enforcement  of  c\ase  and  desist  orders,  pp.  4004-06 


11.  EXPENDITURES.  Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  bulletin).  "The  Growth  of  Social  Welfare 


Expenditures  Under  Federal  Programs."  pp.  399< 


12.  ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS.  Sen/  Gore  and  others  discussed  "the  serious  economic 
problems  with  which  ouy  country  is  faced,"  including,  comment s  on  interest 
rates  on  REA  loans  aiyl  the  farm  income  situation.  ppV  3980-91 


13.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  yiansfield  stated  that  Congress  should \take  a  very  careful 
look"  at  the  President's  proposed  mutual  security  program\  pp.  4025-6 


14.  SOIL  BANK.  Received  from  this  Department  a  report  on  the  195IK  soil  bank  con¬ 
servation  re/erve  program,  p.  3935 

Received^ a  local  Farmers  Union  resolution  urging  that  the  actual  production 
per  acre  Xver  the  last  10  years  be  used  as  a  basis  for  county  records  to  de¬ 
termine/allotments  and  conservation  reserve  payments,  p.  3942 


FARM  I/)ANS.  Received  from  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  two  proposed^bills  to 
"A.„/nd  the  Federal  Farm  Loan  Act  to  transfer  responsibility  for  making 
ps&isals  from  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  to  the  Federal  land  banks"  ahod 
'clarify  the  statu«=  of  the  Federal  land  banks,  the  Federal  intermediate  cr 
banks,  and  the  banxs  for  cooperatives  and  their  officers  and  employees  with 
respect  to  certain  laws  applicable  generally  to  the  United  States  and  its 
officers  and  employees";  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee.  p.  3935 
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86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1st  Session  | 


Report 
No.  223 


AUTHORIZING  CONSTRUCTION  FOR  THE  MILITARY 
DEPARTMENTS  AND  RESERVE  COMPONENTS 


March  18,  1959. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Vinson,  from  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  5674] 

The  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  5674)  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably 
thereon  with  amendments  and  recommends  that  the  bill,  as  amended, 
do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  11,  strike  “Savannah”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“Savanna”. 

Page  24,  line  10,  strike  “$225,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$255  000”. 

Page  32,  line  12,  strike  “Offut”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Offutt”. 

Page  40,  following  line  6,  insert  a  new  item  as  follows: 

Moody  Ah’  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

Page  69,  line  6,  strike  “section  1”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “section 
601”. 

Explanation  of  the  Amendments 

All  of  the  foregoing  amendments,  with  the  exception  of  that  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  addition  of  Capehart  housing  at  Moody  Air  Force  Base, 
merely  correct  typographical  errors. 

The  amendment  relating  to  Moody  Air  Force  Base  provides  an 
authorization  for  200  units  of  Capehart  housing  at  this  installation. 
Family  housing  under  the  Capehart  program  had  been  planned  for 
this  installation  but  were  never  constructed.  At  the  present  time, 
there  are  only  eight  on-base  public  quarters  at  Moody  and  it  is  the 
view  of  the  committee  that  a  small  increment  of  the  family  housing 
needed  for  this  base  should  be  granted  at  this  time. 

34006—59 
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AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


Purpose  of  the  Bill 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  provide  construction  and  other  related 
authority  for  the  military  departments  within  and  outside  the  United 
States,  and  (in  title  V)  authority  for  construction  of  facilities  for  the 
Reserve  components. 

Total  Authorizations  Requested 


BRIEF  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Title  I  (Army): 

Inside  continental  United  States _  $80,  505,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  24,  210,  000 

Classified _  83,  330,  000 

Emergency  construction _  5,  000,  000 


Total _  199,  045,  000 


Title  II  (Navy) : 

Inside  continental  United  States _  113,  253,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  42,  265,  000 J 

Classified _ _ _ _ _  21,  765,  000^ 

Emergency  construction _ , _  5,  000,  000 


Total _  182,  283,  000 


Title  III  (Air  Force): 

Inside  continental  United  States _  295,  100,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  65,  081,  000 

Classified _  443,  541,  000 

Emergency  construction _  5,  000,  000 


Total _  808,  722,  000 


Subtotal _  1,  190,  050,  000 


Deficiency  authorizations: 

Title  I  (Army) _ _  1,  186,  000 

Title  II  (Navy) _  640,  000 

Title  III  (Air  Force) _  2,  343,  000 


Total _  4,  169,  000 


Title  V  (Reserve  components) : 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves _ _ _  8,  300,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve _  4,  093,  000< 

Air  National  Guard _  15,  536,  000 

Army  Reserve _  20,  748,  000 

Army  National  Guard _  8,  451,  000 


Total _ _  57,  128,  000 


Deficiency  authorizations: 

Air  National  Guard _  470,  000 

Army  Reserve _  90,  000 


Total _  560,  000 


Grand  total  of  all  authorities  granted  by  titles  I,  II,  III, 
and  V _  1,  251,  907,  000 


Deficiency  Authorizations 

In  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  the  bill  are  found  items  which  amend  prior 
public  laws  so  as  to  increase  the  authorizations  for  projects,  the 
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initiation  of  which  was  authorized  in  past  years.  These  amendments 
are  to  defray  deficiencies  in  authorizations  previously  granted  and  are 
necessary  because  of  the  general  rise  in  construction  costs  throughout 
the  world. 

In  this  connection,  the  committee  is  pleased  to  note  that  the 
deficiency  authorizations  this  year  total  only  $4,379,000.  Two  years 
ago,  the  deficiency  authorizations  totaled  $183  million  and  last  year, 
totaled  $43  million.  It  is  clear  from  the  foregoing  that  the  depart¬ 
ments  have  heeded  the  urging  of  the  committee  to  present  to  the 
Congress  a  construction  bill  based  on  firm,  realistic  figures.  The 
committee  feels  that  the  military  departments  are  to  be  congratulated 
in  having  embarked  upon  a  course  of  better  planning  and  better 
cost  estimating. 

Reserve  Components 

All  of  the  details  relating  to  the  construction  for  Reserve  components 
contained  in  this  bill  appear  later  in  the  report.  The  committee  felt 
.that  the  report  should  be  divided  in  this  fashion  since  the  types  of 
•construction  items  for  the  Reserve  components  and  the  considerations 
dictating  the  requirements  for  such  are  for  the  most  part  unrelated 
to  the  regular  military  construction  program. 

Summary  of  Military  Construction  Authorizations 


In  order  that  the  House  may  review  the  status  of  all  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  through  fiscal  year  1948  to  date,  the  following 
summary  is  provided  (all  figures  represent  $1  million): 


Army 

Navy 

Air  Force 

Total 

Total  authorizations,  fiscal  year  1948  through  fiscal  year  1959. .. 

4, 744 

4, 107 

13,  215 

22,066 

Less  unfunded  authorizations  repealed  and  rescinded  through 
fiscal  year  1958 - - - - - - 

-674 

-356 

-1,307 

-2,337 

Less  estimated  unfunded  authorization  to  be  repealed  by  sec. 
507  of  Public  Law  85-685. . . . . - 

-142 

-182 

-943 

-1,267 

Less  appropriations,  fiscal  year  1948  through  fiscal  year  1959 _ 

-3,  588 

-3, 307 

-10,402 

-17,297 

Less  dollar  equivalent  of  counterpart  fund  pesetas  utilized 
through  fiscal  year  1959.. . . 

0 

-50 

-72 

-122 

Residual  authorization  to  be  available  at  end  of  fiscal  year 
1959 - - - - - . . 

340 

212 

491 

1, 043 

Additional  new  authorization  proposed  by  fiscal  year  1960  bill.. 

+231 

+195 

+873 

+1,299 

Increases  in  prior  year’s  authorization  proposed  by  fiscal  year 
i  i960  bill  . . . - . - . - 

+1 

+1 

+2 

+4 

Total  of  fiscal  year  1959  residual  and  proposed  fiscal  year 
1960  authorizations . . . .  . 

572 

408 

1,366 

2,346 

Less  unfunded  authorizations  to  be  repealed  by  sec.  103(b), 
203(b),  303(b),  and  406  of  fiscal  year  1960  bill - - - 

-100 

-86 

-227 

-413 

Less  proposed  fiscal  year  1960  appropriation . 

-341 

-244 

-894 

-1, 479 

Less  counterpart  fund  pesetas  proposed  for  utilization  in  fiscal 
year  1960 _ 

0 

-10 

0 

-10 

Residual  authorization  to  be  available  at  end  of  fiscal  year 
1960 . . . - . - 

131 

68 

246 

444 

Residual  authorization 

The  foregoing  tabulation  illustrates  that  the  amount  of  residual 
authorization  available  to  the  three  military  departments  is  being 
steadily  reduced  each  fiscal  year.  This  means  that  each  year  the 
lowest  priority  projects  are  eliminated  through  the  annual  rescission 
of  unfunded  authorization,  as  provided  under  section  406  of  this  bill. 
Consequently,  the  balance  of  residual  authorization  left  available  con- 
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sists  of  both  urgently  needed  projects,  and  other  projects  for  which 
the  requirement  has  changed  due  to  revisions  in  missions  and  weapons. 

The  military  departments  are  each  using  part  of  their  annual  con¬ 
struction  appropriations  to  assure  continued  progress  on  the  most 
urgent  of  these  residual  projects.  The  remainder  of  their  annual  ap¬ 
propriation  is  applied  to  essential  new  project  authorizations.  It  is 
necessary  that  a  proper  balance  and  control  be  maintained  between 
these  two  segments  of  the  program  so  that  construction  can  satisfac¬ 
torily  proceed  on  botli  residual  and  new  authorization  at  a  rate  which 
which  is  in  proper  relationship  to  the  entire  military  construction 
program. 

Limitations  on  new  authorizations 

In  order  to  achieve  this,  the  amount  of  new  authorization  granted 
this  year  has  been  closely  limited  and  consists  mainly  of  additional 
increments  on  projects  already  underway,  items  required  to  support 
new  weapons  developments,  and  essential  modernization  of  our 
bases.  i 

Title  I— -Army  ' 

BRIEF  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS 


Title  I  (Army) : 

Inside  continental  United  States _  $86,  505,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  24,  210,  000 

Classified _ _ _  83,  330,  000 

Sec.  103  (locations  not  specified) _  5,  000,  000 


Total _ i„ui_ _  199,045,000 


The  Army  would  be  authorized  $199,045,000  in  this  bill  exclusive  of 
the  authorities  contained  in  sections  104  and  105.  The  new  authoriza¬ 
tion  granted  herein  is  approximately  $110,421,000  less  than  that 
authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  1959. 

A  general  resume  of  major  components  included  in  the  new  au¬ 
thorization  total  follows: 

Guided  missiles 

The  sum  of  $123.1  million,  or  61.5  percent  of  the  total  request  is 
directly  related  to  the  area  of  guided  missiles.  Construction  for 
missiles  falls  into  three  groups:  The  surface-to-air  and  surface-to- 
surface  missile  programs  for  defense  of  our  key  bases  and  our  metro-i 
politan  and  industrial  centers  in  the  United  States  and  our  key" 
military  installations  overseas  $53.6  million,  including  logistic  support 
facilities;  research,  development  and  test  facilities  for  missiles  $51.5 
million;  expansion  and  modernization  of  facilities  at  specialized 
schools  for  the  training  of  personnel  in  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  surface-to-air  and  surface-to-surface  missiles  for  a  total  of  $18 
million. 

Oversea  areas 

The  sum  of  $35.6  million  or  17.8  percent  of  the  total  request  for 
construction  requirements  in  oversea  base-rights  areas  (exclusive  of 
surface-to-air  missiles).  This  authorization  will  fulfill  an  urgent  and 
high  priority  requirement  for  operational  and  logistic-type  facilities  in 
support  of  U.S.  Army  Forces  deployed  in  Europe  and  the  Far  East, 
in  accordance  with  mutual  defense  agreements,  as  well  as  the  Signal 
Corps  and  Army  Security  Agency’s  worldwide  missions. 
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Troop  housing 

The  sum  of  $6.2  million  or  3.1  percent  for  troop  housing  in  the 
continental  United  States  and  oversea  areas,  including  $0.2  million  for 
permanent  barracks  to  accommodate  56  enlisted  women,  and  $1.2 
million  for  permanent  BOQ  spaces  to  accommodate  130  officers.  The 
remaining  $4.8  million  will  provide  2,109  semipermanent  barracks 
spaces  and  34  BOQ  spaces  at  temporary  installations  in  the  conti¬ 
nental  United  States  and  in  oversea  areas. 

Army  aviation 

The  sum  of  $7.7  million,  or  3.8  percent  for  construction  in  support  of 
Army  aviation  at  major  installations  throughout  the  United  States  and 
in  oversea  areas. 

Medical  facilities 

The  sum  of  $8  million,  or  4  percent  for  the  construction  of  hospital 
and  medical  facilities,  to  include  $4.4  million  for  one  permanent-type 
hospital. 

Categories  of  construction 

A  breakdown  of  the  program  by  broad  categories  is  as  follows: 

Program  by  categories 


[  In  thousands] 


Category 

Continental 

United 

States 

Overseas 

Total 

$13, 485 
5.  542 
4,  150 
3,101 
8,039 
297 
14, 368 
8,497 

$6, 772 
1,302 

3,991 

4 

340 

7,543 

4,108 

90 

$20, 267 
6, 844 
4, 150 
7, 092 
8, 043 
637 
21,911 
12, 665 
90 

2.  Maintenance  and  production  facilities _ 

3.  Research  and  development  and  test  facilities . . . 

5.  Hospital  and  medical  facilities _ 

6.  Administrative  facilities _ 

7.  Housing  and  community  facilities -  - - - 

8.  Utilities  and  ground  improvements -  - 

57. 479 
29, 026 

24,210 

83,330 

81.689 
112. 356 
5,000 

86, 505 

107, 540 

199, 045 

PROGRAM  BY  MAJOR  ACTIVITIES 

A  description  of  the  program  by  major  activities  and  the  missions 
to  be  served  follow: 

Technical  services 

Ordnance  Corps. — The  assigned  mission  of  the  Ordnance  Corps, 
under  the  direction  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  is  to 
support  Army  combat  forces  by  the  provision  of  all  weapons,  ammuni¬ 
tion,  combat  vehicles,  ordnance  general  supplies,  and  train  personnel 
to  furnish  specialized  ordnance  services  of  the  types  needed,  when 
and  where  needed.  This  element  of  the  program  totals  $7,786,000 
for  construction  at  four  installations,  to  include  operational  and 
training  facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities,  medical 
facilities,  troop  housing,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  representing 
3.9  percent  of  the  program. 
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Quartermaster  Corps. — The  Quartermaster  General,  under  the 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  develops,  provides  and  services 
food,  clothing,  petroleum  (except  field  and  higher  echelon  maintenance 
of  pipelines),  aerial  supply  equipment,  other  quartermaster  equipment, 
supplies,  maintenance  and  services  for  the  Army,  and,  as  assigned, 
for  the  Navy,  the  Air  Force,  and  the  Marine  Corps;  provides  for  the 
disposal  of  Army  surplus  personal  property,  as  assigned;  and  provides 
for  the  care  and  disposition  of  the  remains  and  personal  effects  of 
deceased  personnel  of  the  Army  and  as  directed  or  agreed  upon,  of 
the  Navy,  Air  Force,  or  Marine  Corps,  and  for  general  supervision 
of  the  operation  of  national  cemeteries.  Included  in  the  program  for 
the  Quartermaster  Corps  is  $414,000  for  construction  at  one  installa¬ 
tion  to  include  operational  and  training  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
representing  approximately  0.2  percent  of  the  program. 

Chemical  Corps. — The  mission  of  the  Army  Chemical  Corps,  under 
the  direction  and  control  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics, 
is  to  provide  support  to  the  Department  of  Defense  (Army,  Air  Force, 
and  Navy  including  the  Marine  Corps)  in  the  fields  of  chemical  bio¬ 
logical,  and  radiological  (CBR)  warfare,  including  smoke,  flame,  and 
incendiaries,  and  materiel  and  equipment.  This  mission  carries  with 
it  a  responsibility  to  assure  that  the  Army  achieves  a  realistic  capa¬ 
bility  for  operations  in  both  offensive  and  defensive  CBR  warfare. 
This  segment  of  the  program  totals  $802,000  for  the  construction  of 
research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  operational  facilities  and 
utilities  at  two  installations,  representing  0.4  percent  of  the  program. 

Signal  Corps. — The  primary  mission  of  the  Signal  Corps  under 
the  direction  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics  is  to  provide 
communication  and  pictorial  services  for  the  United  States  Army, 
worldwide,  and  for  other  components  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
as  directed.  The  Signal  Corps  element  of  the  program  totals  $3,230,000 
for  construction  of  operational  facilities,  research,  development  and 
test  facilities,  and  utilities  at  one  installation,  representing  1.6  percent 
of  the  program. 

Corps  oj  Engineers.- — The  Corps  of  Engineers,  a  technical  service 
and  a  combat  arm,  is  the  construction  agency  for  the  Department  of 
the  Army  whose  Chief  reports  to  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logi¬ 
stics.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  the  commander  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  the  senior  engineer  staff  officer  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army,  and  as  such  is  in  charge  of  the  entire  military-civil  works 
program  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Construction  proposed  for  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  totals  $1,376,000  for  construction  at  one  installa¬ 
tion  to  provide  operational  and  training  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
research,  development  and  test  facilities  and  utilities,  representing 
0.7  percent  of  the  program. 

Transportation  Corps. — The  Transportation  Corps,  a  technical  serv¬ 
ice  under  the  direction  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  pro¬ 
vides  or  secures  transportation  services  for  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force.  This  element  of  the  program  totals  $5,117,000  for  construc¬ 
tion  at  two  installations  to  provide  hospital  and  medical  facilities  and 
family  housing  representing  2.6  percent  of  the  total  program. 

Medical  Corps. — The  Army  Medical  Service,  headed  by  the  Surgeon 
General  who  reports  to  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  fur¬ 
nishes  the  Army  Establishment,  and  when  appropriate,  members  of 
other  uniformed  services,  medical  and  dental  care,  hospitalization, 
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evacuation,  preventive  medicine,  veterinary  and  other  services 
essential  to  the  maintenance  of  health.  This  program  will  provide 
$188,000  for  construction  of  one  Medical  Corps  installation  consisting 
of  medical  facilities  and  utilities  representing  less  than  0.1  percent  of 
the  total  program. 

Continental  U.S.  armies 

First  U.S.  Army. — The  mission  of  the  commanding  general,  1st  U.S. 
Army,  a  continental  U.S.  Army  command,  whose  area  includes  the 
States  of  Connecticut,  Maine,  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  New 
Jersey,  New  York,  Rhode  Island,  and  Vermont  is  to  command  the  11 
installations  and  6  subinstallations  within  the  Army  area,  including 
responsibility  for  operations,  security,  training,  administration,  and 
logistical  support  of  the  Active  Army  units  and  activities  assigned  or 
attached  to  the  Army;  furnish  limited  administrative  and  logistical 
support  to  additional  installations  commanded  by  the  chief  of  an 
administrative  service  or  technical  service  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army;  provide  for  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  units  of 
the  Army  Air  Defense  Command;  be  responsible  for  organization, 
administration,  training,  logistical  support,  and  recruiting  of  the 
Reserve  components  which  include  U.S.  Army  Reserve,  Reserve 
Officers’  Training  Corps  (ROTC)  and,  within  limitations,  National 
Guard;  prepare  plans  for  and  conduct  operations  in  internal  security, 
military  assistance  to  civilian  authorities  during  emergencies,  ground 
defense,  mobilization,  and  other  specific  missions  as  directed;  such  as 
maintaining  designated  units  of  the  strategic  Reserve  for  rapid  de¬ 
ployment;  be  responsible  for  joint  actions  with  Air  Force  and  Navy 
relative  to  recruiting,  induction,  operations,  training,  and  matters 
of  mutual  interest  within  1st  Army  area.  The  program  includes 
$123,000  for  construction  at  two  installations  in  the  1st  Army  area, 
to  provide  operational  and  training  facilities,  representing  less  than 
0.1  percent  of  the  program. 

Second  U.S.  Army. — The  mission  of  the  commanding  general,  2d 
U.S.  Army,  a  continental  U.S.  Army  command,  whose  area  includes 
the  States  of  Delaware,  Kentucky,  Maryland,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania, 
Virginia,  and  West  Virginia,  is  to  command  the  10  installations  and 
2  subinstallations  within  the  Army  area,  including  responsibility  for 
operations,  security  training,  administration,  and  logistical  support 
of  the  Active  Army  units  and  activities  assigned  or  attached  to  the 
Army;  furnish  limited  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  addi¬ 
tional  installations  commanded  by  the  chief  of  an  administrative 
service  or  technical  service  of  the  Department  of  the  Army;  provide 
for  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  units  of  the  Army  Air 
Defense  Command;  be  responsible  for  organization,  administration, 
training,  logistical  support,  and  recruiting  of  the  Reserve  components, 
which  include  U.S.  Army  Reserve,  Reserve  Officers’  Training  Corps 
(ROTC),  and,  within  limitations,  National  Guard;  prepare  plans  for 
and  conduct  operations  in  internal  security,  militar}7  assistance  to 
civilian  authorities  during  emergencies,  ground  defense,  mobilization, 
and  other  specific  missions  as  directed,  such  as  maintaining  designated 
units  of  the  strategic  Reserve  for  rapid  deployment;  be  responsible 
for  joint  actions  with  Air  Force  and  Navy  relative  to  recruiting,  induc¬ 
tion,  operations,  training,  and  matters  of  mutual  interest  within  2d 
Army  area.  This  element  of  the  program  contains  $5,506,000  for  con- 
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struction  at  three  installations,  to  provide  operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
community  facilities  and  utilities,  representing  2.8  percent  of  the 
program. 

Third  U.S.  Army. — The  mission  of  the  commanding  general,  3d 
U.S.  Army,  a  continental  U.S.  Army  command,  whose  area  includes 
the  States  of  Alabama,  Florida,  Georgia,  Mississippi,  North  Carolina, 
South  Carolina,  and  Tennessee,  is  to  command  the  nine  installations 
and  one  subinstallation  within  the  Army  area,  including  responsibility 
for  operations,  security,  training,  administration,  and  logistical  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Active  Army  units  and  activities  assigned  or  attached  to 
the  Army;  furnish  limited  administrative  and  logistical  support  to 
additional  installations  commanded  by  the  chief  of  an  administrative 
service  or  technical  service  of  the  Department  of  the  Army;  provide 
for  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  units  of  the  Army  Air 
Defense  Command;  be  responsible  for  organization,  administration, 
training,  logistical  support,  and  recruiting  of  the  Reserve  components, 
which  include  U.S.  Army  Reserve,  Reserve  Officers’  Training  Corps 
(ROTC),  and,  within  limitations,  National  Guard;  prepare  plans  for 
and  conduct  operations  in  internal  security,  military  assistance  to 
civilian  authorities  during  emergencies,  ground  defense,  mobilization, 
and  other  specific  missions  as  directed,  such  as  maintaining  designated 
units  of  the  strategic  Reserve  for  rapid  deployment;  be  responsible 
for  joint  actions  with  Air  Force  and  Navy  relative  to  recruiting  induc¬ 
tion,  operations,  training,  and  matters  of  mutual  interest  within  3d 
Army  area.  The  program  includes  $7,518,000  in  support  of  3d  U.S. 
Army  at  five  installations,  to  provide  operational  and  training  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities  and 
utilities,  representing  3.8  percent  of  the  program. 

Fourth  U.S.  Army. — The  mission  of  the  commanding  general,  4th 
U.S.  Army,  a  continental  U.S.  Army  command,  whose  area  includes 
the  States  of  Arkansas,  Louisiana,  New  Mexico,  Oklahoma,  and 
Texas,  is  to  command  the  eight  installations  and  two  subinstallations 
within  the  Army  area,  including  responsibility  for  operations,  secu¬ 
rity,  training,  administration,  and  logistical  support  of  the  Active 
Army  units  and  activities  assigned  or  attached  to  the  Army;  furnish 
limited  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  additional  installa¬ 
tions  commanded  by  the  chief  of  an  administrative  service  or  tech¬ 
nical  service  of  the  Department  of  the  Army;  provide  for  administra¬ 
tive  and  logistical  support  to  units  of  the  Army  Air  Defense  Command; 
be  responsible  for  organization,  administration,  training,  logistical 
support,  and  recruiting  of  the  Reserve  components,  which  include 
U.S.  Army  Reserve,  Reserve  Officers’  Training  Corps  (ROTC),  and, 
within  limitations,  National  Guard;  prepare  plans  for  and  conduct 
operations  in  internal  security,  military  assistance  to  civilian  authori¬ 
ties  during  emergencies,  ground  defense,  mobilization,  and  other 
specific  missions  as  directed,  such  as  maintaining  designated  units  of 
the  strategic  Reserve  for  rapid  deployment;  be  responsible  for  joint 
actions  with  Air  Force  and  Navy  relative  to  recruiting,  induction, 
operations,  training,  and  matters  of  mutual  interest  within  4th  Army 
area.  There  is  included  in  the  program  $13,437,000  for  construction 
at  three  installations  of  operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  representing  6.7  percent  of  the  total  program. 
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Fifth  U.S.  Army. — The  mission  of  the  commanding  general,  5th 
U.S.  Army,  a  continental  U.S.  Army  command,  whose  area  includes 
the  States  of  Coloi’ado,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Michigan, 
Minnesota,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota, 
Wisconsin,  and  Wyoming,  is  to  command  the  11  installations  and  1 
subinstallation  within  the  Army  area,  including  responsibility  for 
operations,  security,  training,  administration,  and  logistical  support 
of  the  Active  Army  units  and  activities  assigned  or  attached  to  the 
Army;  furnish  limited  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  addi¬ 
tional  installations  commanded  by  the  chief  of  an  administrative  serv¬ 
ice  or  technical  service  of  the  Department  of  the  Army;  provide  for 
administrative  and  logistical  support  to  units  of  the  Army  Air  Defense 
Command;  be  responsible  for  organization,  administration,  training, 
logistical  support,  and  recruiting  of  the  Reserve  components,  which 
include  U.S.  Army  Reserve,  Reserve  Officers’  Training  Corps  (ROTC), 
and,  within  limitations,  National  Guard ;  prepare  plans  for  and  conduct 
operations  in  internal  security,  military  assistance  to  civilian  authori¬ 
ties  during  emergencies,  ground  defense,  mobilization,  and  other  spe¬ 
cific  missions  as  directed,  such  as  maintaining  designated  units  of  the 
strategic  Reserve  for  rapid  deployment ;  be  responsible  for  joint  actions 
with  Air  Force  and  Navy  relative  to  recruiting,  induction,  operations, 
training,  and  matters  of  mutual  interest  within  5th  .Army  area.  The 
5th  Army  element  of  the  program  totals  $1,014,000  for  construction 
at  three  installations,  to  provide  operational  and  training  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  medical  facilities  and  utilities,  representing 
0.5  percent  of  the  total  program. 

Sixth  U.S.  Army. — -The  mission  of  the  commanding  general,  6th 
U.S.  Army,  a  continental  U.S.  Army  command,  whose  area  includes 
the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Idaho,  Montana,  Nevada,  Oregon, 
Utah,  and  Washington,  is  to  command  the  10  installations  and  10 
subinstallations  within  the  Army  area,  including  responsibility  for 
operations,  security,  training,  administration,  and  logistical  support 
of  the  Active  Army  units  and  activities  assigned  or  attached  to  the 
Army;  furnish  limited  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  addi¬ 
tional  installations  commanded  by  the  chief  of  an  administrative 
service  or  technical  service  of  the  Department  of  the  Army;  provide 
for  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  units  of  the  Army  Air 
Defense  Command;  be  responsible  for  organization,  administration, 
training,  logistical  support,  and  recruiting  of  the  Reserve  components, 
which  include  U.S.  Army  Reserve,  Reserve  Officers’  Training  Corps 
(ROTC),  and,  within  limitations,  National  Guard;  prepare  plans  for 
and  conduct  operations  in  internal  security,  military  assistance  to 
civilian  authorities  during  emergencies,  ground  defense,  mobilization, 
and  other  specific  missions  as  directed,  such  as  maintaining  designated 
units  of  the  strategic  Reserve  for  rapid  deployment;  be  responsible 
for  joint  actions  with  Air  Force  and  Navy  relative  to  recruiting,  induc¬ 
tion,  operations,  training,  and  matters  of  mutual  interest  within  6th 
Army  area.  The  program  provides  $303,000  at  two  installations  in 
the  6th  Army  area,  for  supply  facilities,  real  estate  and  utilities,  rep¬ 
resenting  less  than  0.2  percent  of  the  total  program. 
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Other  continental  U.S.  areas 

The  Military  Academy.- — The  U.S.  Military  Academy,  West  Point, 
has  the  mission  of  instructing  and  training  the  Corps  of  Cadets,  so  that 
each  graduate  shall  have  the  qualities  and  attributes  essential  to  his 
progressive  and  continuing  development  throughout  a  lifetime  career 
as  an  officer  of  the  Regular  Army.  The  Army’s  program  contains 
$6,303,000  for  construction  of  family  housing  and  utilities  at  the 
Academy,  representing  3.1  percent  of  the  total  program. 

Alaskan  area. — The  Alaska  Command  provides  the  ground  and 
antiaircraft  defense  and  logistic  support  of  military  bases  in  Alaska 
and  operates  the  Army  Arctic  Test  Center.  The  program  includes 
$2,716,000  for  training  facilities,  family  housing  and  community 
facilities  at  2  locations,  or  approximately  1.3  percent  of  the  program 
total. 

Tactical  installations  support  facilities. — These  facilities  provide  the 
family  housing  required  at  tactical  defense  installations  in  the  conti¬ 
nental  United  States.  This  element  of  the  program  totals  $1,646,000 
at  various  installations,  or  0.8  percent  of  the  program. 

Oversea  permanent  and  general  areas 

Pacific  Command  area. — The  primary  missions  assigned  to  the  Army 
in  the  Pacific  are  to  assist  in  the  ground  defense  of  Korea  by  providing 
forces  and  logistic  support  thereof,  to  provide  ground  forces  within  the 
area  of  responsibility  of  the  commander  in  chief,  Pacific,  to  train  and 
maintain  all  elements  including  Army  Reserve  components,  to  utilize 
resources  provided  for  the  conduct  of  planning  required  in  support  of 
the  combined  forces  in  the  Pacific,  and  to  provide  for  and  maintain  the 
security  and  combat  readiness  of  assigned  forces.  The  program  for 
this  command  totals  $1,566,000,  or  0.8  percent  of  the  program  for  con¬ 
struction  in  Hawaii  and  Okinawa  of  operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities 
and  real  estate. 

U.S.  Army,  Europe. — This  element  of  the  program  totals  $12,451,000 
and  contains  facilities  required  to  support  elements  of  U.S.  forces  in 
France,  Germany,  and  Italy.  This  includes  forces  stationed  on  the 
line  of  communications,  France,  the  U.S.  7th  Army  in  Germany  and 
the  Southern  European  Task  Force  in  Italy.  The  construction  is  for 
various  installations,  and  will  provide  operational  and  training  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities.  It  represents  6.2  percent  of  the  pi'ogram 
total. 

Caribbean  Command. — This  portion  of  the  program  provides 
$228,000  or  approximately  0.1  percent  of  the  program  for  training 
facilities  at  one  installation  in  the  Caribbean  Command. 

Section  102 

This  section  includes  $83,330,000  or  42  percent  of  the  program  for 
the  establishment  and  development  of  classified  Army  installations, 
worldwide. 

Section  103 

This  section  includes  $5  million  or  2.5  percent  of  the  program  and 
will  permit  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  missions,  new 
weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  development 
requirements,  or  improved  production  schedules  when  deferral  of  such 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


11 


construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military  construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  act  would  be  detrimental  to  the  interests  of  our  national  security. 

Section  104 

This  section  authorizes  the  following:  Construction  or  acquirement 
by  lease  or  otherwise  of  557  units  of  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  overseas  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454) 
or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  and  construction  of  7,399  units  of  family  housing  for 
occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  14  locations,  and  at  various  Army  Air 
Defense  Command  stations  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title 
IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended. 

Section  105 

This  section  provides  amendments  to  Public  Law  85-241  of  the 
85th  Congress,  increasing  authorizations  granted  in  this  law  at  cer¬ 
tain  installations.  These  amendments,  for  the  most  part,  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  defray  deficiencies  in  authorization  granted  in  fiscal  year  1958, 
brought  about  basically  by  the  general  rise  in  construction  cost  indexes 
throughout  the  world. 

Land  acquisition 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Army  has  continued  to  make  most 
commendable  progress  in  minimizing  requests  for  the  acquisition  of 
new  lands.  Aside  from  land  required  for  surface-to-air  missile  air 
defense  in  the  continental  United  States,  there  is  only  one  land-acqui¬ 
sition  project  included  for  a  total  of  60  acres  to  be  acquired  in  fee  title 
at  a  cost  of  $90,000. 

Title  II — Navy 

BRIEF  OF  AUTHORIZATION 


Title  II — Navy: 

Inside  the  United  States _ . _ $113,  253,  000 

Outside  the  United  States _  42,  265,  000 

Classified _ _ _  21,765,000 

Emergency  construction _  5,  000,  000 


Total _  182,283,000 


i  The  Navy  would  be  authorized  $182,283,000  in  this  bill  for  new 
^military  construction,  and  an  increase  of  $690,000  in  authorization 
granted  for  several  projects  in  previous  years.  These  amounts  are 
notably  smaller  than  those  granted  for  similar  purposes  last  year, 
being  less  by  $143,711,000  and  $15,135,000,  respectively. 

The  amount  approved  for  new  construction  has  been  reduced  by 
$13,001,000  from  the  figure  of  $195,284,000  shown  in  section  402(2) 
of  the  bill.  This  resulted  from  the  following  actions  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  It  decreased  the  amount  recommended  by  the  Navy  for 
emergency  construction  in  section  203  of  the  bill,  from  $17,500,000 
to  $5  million.  The  committee  believes  this  action  is  warranted  be¬ 
cause  of  the  Navy’s  steadily  improving  planning  and  because  less  than 
$700,000  of  similar  authorization  has  been  utilized  by  the  Navy  to 
date  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

The  remaining  reduction  of  $501,000  resulted  from  committee 
approval  of  a  Navy  recommendation.  This  was  to  revise  the  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  two  shipyard  facilities  projects  and  two  aviation 
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facilities  projects,  based  on  recently  completed  engineering  studies; 
and  to  add  an  oversea  yards  and  docks  facilities  project  which  had 
been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  too  late  to  be  included 
in  H.R.  4414.  The  projects  involved  in  this  action  are: 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  Calif.:  Reduce  the  estimated  cost 
from  $1,350,000  to  $500,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  N.H.:  Increase  the  estimated  cost 
from  $3,417,000  to  $3,497,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Miss. :  Reduce  the  estimated 
cost  from  $5,576,000  to  $5,147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Fla.:  Reduce  the  estimated  cost 
from  $462,000  to  $400,000. 

Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Add  the  project  for 
improved  water  system  for  $760,000. 

A  long-range  policy  established  by  the  committee  several  years  ago 
is  again  proving  its  soundness  this  year.  In  essence,  this  policy  is  to 
authorize  only  those  firm,  fully  supported  projects  which  the  services 
plan  to  include  in  the  corresponding  execution  programs.  There  have( 
been  few  exceptions  to  this  rule.  View  the  Navy’s  program,  several 
benefits  are  evident.  There  is  decreasing  need  for  amending  prior 
authorizations  to  compensate  for  higher  costs.  The  amount  of 
unused  authorization  has  decreased  ti  a  reasonable,  manageable  size, 
the  Navy  estimating  that  there  will  be  only  $67  million  available  at 
the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1961.  This  compares  very  favorably  with 
the  estimated  $212  million  to  be  available  at  the  start  of  fiscal  year 
I960  and  $421  million  at  the  beginning  of  the  current  fiscal  year.  A 
third  apparent  benefit  is  that  construction  plans  will  be  much  more 
current  than  heretofore,  in  keeping  with  scientific  advances  and  new 
technologies. 

Military  construction  supports  other  programs 

The  military  construction  program  has  as  its  only  purpose,  the 
support  of  other  Navy  programs.  This  fact  was  demonstrated  clearly 
and  conclusively  throughout  the  Navy’s  testimony.  The  Navy 
related  the  need  for  each  of  the  198  line  items  in  its  program  to  a 
specific  requirement  for  support  of  one  or  more  of  four  major  objectives, 
all  pointed  toward  improving  combat  readiness.  These  four  broad 
objectives  are  the  support  of:  4 


(a)  Fleet  operations _ $125,  596,  000 


(1)  Carrier  strike  force _  41,  706,  000 

(2)  Antisubmarine  warfare _  8,  804,  000 

(3)  Continental  air  defense _  23,  133,  000 

(4)  Training _ . _  23,  015,  000 

(5)  Logistics _  28,  938,  000 


( b )  Marine  Corps  ground  and  air  forces -  8,  199,  000 

(c)  Guided  missile  program _  34,  466,  000 

( d )  Research  and  development _  9,  022,  000 


Total _ _ —  177,  283,  000 


The  $5  million  for  emergency  construction  is  not  included  in  above  the 
summary  since  it  may  be  applied  for  support  of  one  or  more  of  the 
four  objectives. 
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Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard 

Last  year  the  Congress  authorized  $6  million  for  construction  of 
cyclopean  dikes  and  other  subsidence  remedial  measures  at  this  ship- 
yaid.  This  authoiity,  however,  was  restrictive.  It  granted  the 
Navy  authority  to  use  $500,000  for  immediate  construction  of  dikes 
to  protect  the  shipyard  and  surrounding  municipal  and  private  prop^ 
erty  from  the  flooding  which  would  otherwise  result  from  the  expected 
subsidence  during  the  period  through  fiscal  year  1960.  The  remaining 
$5.5  million  may  be  used  for  remedial  measures  only  when  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Navy  has  determined  that  action  to  halt  the  subsidence  is 
effective.  This  determination  has  not  yet  been  made.  The  amount 
of  salt  water  being  injected  daily  to  repressurize  the  oil  field  has 
increased  considerably  during  the  past  year.  It  is,  however,  still 
appreciably  less  than  geologists  and  engineers  estimates  is  required. 
Legal  action  initiated  by  the  Navy  has  not  yet  produced  the  desired 
results.  However,  the  committee  considers  that  further  protective 
measuies  are  necessary  to  prevent  inundation  of  the  area  during  and 
foeyond  the  remaining  period  of  subsidence.  Numbers  of  experts  have 
estimated  that  this  phenomenon  will  cease  about  1970.  Consequently, 
the  committee  feels  constrained  to  approve  the  project  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  $500,000  to  complete  the  protective  dike  construction.  The 
committee  is  firmly  convinced  that  the  continued  operation  of  the 
naval  shipyard  and  the  safety  of  the  costly  Government  investment  are 
threatened  unless  early  and  vigorous  action  is  taken  by  the  com¬ 
munity  to  halt  the  subsidence. 


Pacific  missile  range 

The  initial  phase  for  development  of  this  range  was  authorized  by 
the  Congress  last  year  for  nearly  $14  million.  Tiiis  bill  would  author¬ 
ize  the  second  step  in  the  construction  in  the  amount  of  $30,050,000. 
Additional  yearly  increments  of  $30  to  $40  million  will  be  required  for 
approximately  the  next  6  years  to  complete  the  facilities  development, 
in  accordance  with  long-range  Navy  plans.  This  committee  is  nor¬ 
mally  opposed  to  taking  any  action  which  has  any  implication  of  a  com¬ 
mitment  for  a  future  Congress.  In  this  instance,  the  committee 
believes  each  increment  will  be  usable  and  self-sufficient.  Further,  it 
considers  that,  as  national  missile  programs  are  approved  and  assigned, 
kequirements  for  facilities  in  support  thereof  should  be  met  in  a  timely 
Tnanner. 

The  range  will  be  used  by  all  the  services,  with  the  Navy  being 
responsible  for  its  administration.  Here,  training  in  operation  of 
guided  missiles  will  be  conducted;  IRBM  and  ICBM  will  be  developed 
and  tested;  instrumented  devices  will  be  fired  into  polar  and  equa¬ 
torial  orbit.  The  Point  Mugu — former  Camp  Cooke — location  has 
many  features  which  favor  missile-range  development.  The  unlimited 
seaward  firing  capability,  in  regard  to  both  distance  and  azimuth;  the 
relative  accessability  of  contractors’  plants;  the  availability  of  land¬ 
ward  range  capability  and  impact  areas;  the  existing  developmental 
facilities  at  Point  Mugu  and  the  relatively  isolated  firing  sites  at  the 
south  portion  of  former  Camp  Cooke — now  known  as  Point  Arguello — 
are  the  outstanding  features  of  the  range. 

Missile  firings  will  require  facilities  and  instrumentation  on  a 
number  of  Pacific  Islands.  The  bill  provides  for  construction  of 
these  facilities  and  the  flexibility  to  modify  the  development  plans 
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for  those  island  facilities  as  may  be  dictated  by  the  vast  distances 
involved  and  the  rapidly  changing  art  of  missilry. 

The  committee  considers  this  an  excellent  example  of  imaginative 
planning  in  the  field  of  unconventional  weapons. 

The  committee  examined  the  program  and  interrogated  Navy 
witnesses  in  sufficient  detail  to  be  assured  that  it  is  austere  and  fully 
justified.  On  this  basis,  and  with  the  amendments  to  the  bill  outlined 
above,  the  committee  approved  the  Navy  program.  It  consists  of 
the  following  11  classes  of  facilities: 

1.  Shipyard  facilities,  $9,755,000 

Shipyard  facilities  are  required  for  protection  of  existing  installa¬ 
tions  and  support  of  construction,  repairs,  overhaul,  and  operations  of 
submarines  and  surface  ships. 

This  class  of  facilities  is  composed  of  11  items  at  6  continental 
locations,  and  1  line  item  at  1  oversea  location.  The  major  project 
consists  of  four  line  items  at  the  Submarine  Base,  New  London, 
Conn.,  to  augment  the  barracks  and  replace  two  obsolescent  boilers  i 
so  that  greater  utilization  of  existing  and  planned  training  facilities  " 
may  be  made  by  the  large  number  of  students  required  to  support  the 
increased  nuclear  and  Polaris  submarine  programs.  Another  large 
project  consists  of  two  line  items  at  the  Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth, 
N.H.,  to  deepen  the  berths  and  to  improve  the  building  ways  to 
accommodate  the  larger  type  modern  nuclear  submarines  which  will 
be  berthed  and  repaired  at  this  activity. 

A  project  at  the  Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Mass.,  consists  of  two 
line  items  to  replace  the  overage  caisson  for  Drydock  No.  2  and  to 
improve  the  dewatering  system  for  Drydocks  Nos.  1  and  2.  A  project 
of  one  line  item  at  the  Naval  Shipyard,  New  York,  N.Y.,  will  improve 
the  dewatering  system  for  Drydocks  Nos.  2  and  3  by  installing  a 
connecting  conduit.  A  project  of  one  line  item  for  the  David  Taylor 
Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Md.,  will  expand  the  Acoustic  Data  Analysis 
Center  to  improve  its  support  of  antisubmarine  warfare  and  nuclear 
submarine  development.  A  project  of  one  line  item  at  the  Naval 
Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  Calif.,  is  for  necessary  minimum  protective 
measures  to  prevent  inundation  of  the  shipyard  as  a  result  of  expected 
future  subsidence. 

The  one  oversea  project  is  a  line  item  at  the  Naval  Ship  Repaii| 
Facility,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  for  major  rehabilitation  of  wharves." 

2.  Fleet  base  facilities,  $7,353,000 

Fleet  base  facilities  include  one  project  to  support  the  operating 
forces.  This  is  a  line  item  at  the  Naval  Station,  Newport,  R.I.,  to 
construct  a  breakwater  north  of  the  two  piers  in  Coddington  Cove. 
This  breakwater  will  protect  the  ships  berthed  at  the  two  piers  from 
damage  caused  by  wind  and  resultant  surging  due  to  wave  action. 

3.  Aviation  facilities,  $116 ,729,000 

The  aviation  shore  activities  are  required  for  training  naval  avia¬ 
tors,  for  supporting  the  operating  forces,  including  the  Marine  Corps, 
and  for  research  and  development  in  the  aeronautical  and  missile 
fields. 

Aviation  and  missile  facilities  comprise  slightly  more  than  66  per¬ 
cent  of  the  Navy’s  program  dollarwise.  The  projects  in  this  class 
include  129  line  items  at  24  air  stations. 
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The  aviation  facilities  are  composed  of  five  groups  of  air  stations. 
The  first  group  consists  of  16  line  items  at  3  naval  air  training  stations. 
These  items  provide  an  additional  increment  in  the  development  of 
the  air  training  station  at  Meridian,  Miss.;  for  operational  facilities 
and  land  acquisition  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting 
Field,  Fla.;  and  for  the  construction  of  a  chapel  at  Naval  Air  Station, 
Pensacola,  Fla. 

The  second  group,  the  fleet  support  air  stations,  consists  of  23  line 
items  at  3  stations.  Included  are  an  additional  increment  lor  the 
development  of  the  master  jet  field  at  Lemoox’e,  Calif.;  and  medium 
range  radar  facilities  at  Naval  Air  Stations,  Miramar,  Calif.,  and 
Oceana,  Va. 

The  third  group  consists  of  11  line  items  at  4  Marine  Corps  air 
activities.  A  majority  of  the  items  provide  for  facilities  at  the  auxiliary 
air  station,  Yuma,  Ariz.;  but  also  included  are  barracks  at  the  air 
facilitity  at  Santa  Ana,  Calif.;  and  liquid  oxygen  transfer  buildings 
at  the  air  station,  El  Toro,  Calif.,  and  the  auxiliary  air  station  at 
Beaufort,  S.C. 

The  fourth  group  of  5  special-purpose  air  stations  includes  55  line 
items.  .411  but  8  of  the  line  items  will  provide  facilities  for  the 
Pacific  Missile  Range  and  the  Naval  Missile  Center,  Point  Mugu, 
Calif.;  the  8  remaining  line  items  will  provide  an  additional  incre¬ 
ment  of  construction  for  the  naval  air  facility,  John  Towers  Field, 
the  Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  N.J.,  and  Patuxent  River,  Md., 
and  the  Naval  Air  Material  Center  at  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

The  final  aviation  facilities  group  are  24  line  items  at  9  stations 
overseas.  The  projects  will  provide  facilities  at  two  classified  locations 
overseas  and  at  the  Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  P.R.,  where  the 
Navy  conducts  operational  training  of  the  fleet  with  guided  missiles; 
personnel  facilities  at  Naval  Station,  Argentina,  Newfoundland; 
improvement  of  the  runway  at  Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan; 
liquid  oxygen  facilities  at  both  the  air  stations  at  Cubi  Point,  Philip¬ 
pine  Islands,  and  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay  in  Hawaii ; 
and  dredging  in  the  harbor  at  Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain. 

J.  Supply  facilities,  $5,132,000 

Worldwide  supply  support  to  the  fleet  is  a  principal  mission  of  the 
Bureau  of  Supplies  and  Accounts’  shore  facilities.  Supply  centers 
and  depots  replenish  ships  directly  and  through  fleet-issue  ships, 
tenders,  and  tankers  which,  in  turn,  deliver  material  underway  to  the 
fleet  wherever  operating  at  sea.  Materials  are  furnished  naval  instal¬ 
lations  such  as  shipyards  and  bases,  air  stations,  training  centers,  etc. 
The  procurement,  issue,  and  inventory  and  financial  control  of  over  a 
million  items  of  repair  parts  and  consumables  are  accomplished  with 
business  machines  at  the  supply  control  offices  and  depots. 

This  group  of  projects  will  provide  a  secure  underground  storage 
facility  for  aviation  fuels  at  the  Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor, 
and  the  alteration  of  existing  building  spaces  to  install  electronic  data 
processing  machines  needed  for  stock  and  financial  accounting  controls 
at  the  Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  the  Military  Medical 
Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn,  N.Y.,  and  the  Naval  Supply  Depots, 
Bayonne,  N.J.,  and  San  Diego,  Calif. 
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5.  Marine  Corps  facilities,  $1 ,897,000 

The  mission  and  purpose  of  the  Marine  Corps  shore  facilities  are 
to  support  the  Marine  Corps  combat  forces  in  order  that  they  may  be 
maintained  in  readiness  to  engage  promptly  and  effectively  in  combat 
operations  with  continuing  maximum  efforts  devoted  to  cumulative 
improvements  in  readiness  at  all  levels. 

The  Marine  Corps  is  subject  to  call  on  short  notice  to  deploy  its 
forces,  ranging  in  size  from  a  few  men  to  a  division,  to  any  part  of 
the  world  for  guard  duty,  to  quell  a  disturbance,  or  to  participate  in 
full-scale  war.  Consequently,  the  Marines  must  be  hightlv  trained 
in  amphibious  and  other  means  of  warfare,  and  competently  led. 
Constant  training  is  necessary  to  obtain  and  retain  proficiency.  This 
group  of  projects  consists  of  seven  line  items  at  three  continental 
Marine  Corps  activities.  Facilities  will  be  provided  for  storage  of 
ammunition,  structures  related  to  atomic  weapons,  and  improvement 
of  utilities  systems. 

6.  Ordnance  facilities,  $2,682,000 

The  objectives  of  the  military  construction  program  of  this  class 
of  facilities  is  to  provide  and  keep  modern  facilities  ashore  for  effective 
support  of  the  fleet  and  the  conduct  of  research,  design,  development, 
limited  production,  test,  and  evaluation  materials,  components, 
assemblies,  and  systems  principally  in  the  fields  of  rockets,  missiles, 
and  underwater  ordnance. 

This  program  contains  four  projects.  One  of  these  projects  is  at 
a  continental  location,  and  the  other  three  are  classified  projects  at 
classified  locations.  The  one  unclassified  project  is  to  provide  facil¬ 
ities  for  the  Explosive  Ordnance  Disposal  Technical  Center,  and  inde¬ 
pendent  activity  physically  located  at  the  Navy  propellent  plant, 
Indian  Head,  Md.  This  center  is  a  triservice  installation  managed 
and  supported  by  the  Navy  to  develop,  for  triservice  use,  techniques, 
design  of  tools  and  instruction  pamphlets  for  disposal  of  explosive 
ordnance  material.  One  of  the  three  classified  projects  will  provide 
the  various  classified  facilities  at  classified  locations  for  support  of  the 
Polaris  fleet  ballistic  missile  development.  The  other  two  classified 
projects  will  provide  classified  antisubmarine  warfare  support  facilities 
at  one  continental  and  one  overseas  location. 

7.  Service  school  facilities,  $7,499,000  { 

The  Bureau  of  Naval  Personnel  is  responsible  for  the  procurement, 

distribution,  training,  education,  discharge,  promotion,  and  retire¬ 
ment  of  Navy  personnel  and  for  the  processing  and  maintaining  of 
records  of  Navy  personnel. 

This  group  of  projects  consists  of  eight  line  items  at  six  locations, 
one  of  which  is  a  classified  installation  at  the  Submarine  School, 
New  London,  Conn.  They  provide  for  training  and  support  facilities. 
Included  is  a  project  for  much-needed  replacement  and  rehabilitation 
of  underground  utilities  systems  at  the  Naval  Academy,  Annapolis, 
as  a  partial  step  toward  alleviation  of  the  serious  maintenance  problem 
experienced  at  the  Academy.  Also  included  is  a  project  for  conversion 
of  facilities  at  the  former  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Corry  Field, 
Fla.,  for  the  relocation  of  the  Naval  Communication  School,  now 
located  at  Imperial  Beach,  Calif.,  in  high  maintenance  cost  temporary 
structures.  Continuing  the  policy  of  replacing  recruit  training  facil¬ 
ities  which  are  inadequate,  expensive  to  maintain,  and  hazardous  to 
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health  and  morale,  is  a  major  project  at  the  Naval  Training  Center, 
Great  Lakes,  Ill.,  to  provide  the  first  increment  of  permanent  barracks 
for  the  second  recruit  camp.  Included  in  the  project  at  Gieat  Lakes 
is  a  line  item  for  alterations  to  an  electric  substation.  An  additional 
project  is  submitted  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  land  at  the  Naval 
Station,  Norfolk,  Va.,  which  is  now  leased  by  the  Navy  and  on  which 
the  fleet  recreation  park  is  located. 

8.  Medical  facilities,  $ 75,000 

There  is  one  line  item  at  the  Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory  at 
the  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Conn.  This  item  will  provide  for 
alterations  to  an  existing  building  and  is  the  second  and  final  incre¬ 
ment  of  construction  to  provide  permanent  facilities  for  the  Naval 
Medical  Research  Laboratory.  This  Laboratory  conducts  medical 
research  and  development  on  problems  peculiar  to  shipboard,  sub¬ 
marine  and  diving  medicine. 

9.  Communication  facilities,  $ 12,868,000 

The  mission  of  naval  communications  is  to  provide  required  reliable, 
secure,  rapid  communications  primarily  for  control  of  the  operating 
forces  and  secondarily  to  facilitate  the  administration  of  the  Naval 
Establishment. 

In  the  group  of  projects  for  communication  facilities  are  six  conti¬ 
nental  projects  and  six  oversea  projects. 

Three  of  the  continental  projects  are  for  the  improvement  of  com¬ 
munication  equipment.  Two  are  to  provide  support  facilities  for  the 
U.S.  Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine,  and  the 
Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  W.  Va.  The  remaining 
one  is  to  replace  a  barracks  at  the  Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter 
Harbor,  Maine. 

The  program  for  communication  facilities  at  oversea  activities 
consists  of  six  projects.  One  is  to  provide  for  humidity  and  tempera¬ 
ture  control  in  the  terminal  and  receiver  buildings  at  the  Navy 
Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel,  Turkey.  The  second  is  for  a 
barracks  with  mess  at  the  Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North 
Ireland.  The  third  is  to  provide  for  grounds  drainage  facilities  at  the 
Naval  Radio  Station,  Lualualei,  Hawaii.  The  fourth  is  to  provide  a 
radio  direction  finder  facility  at  the  Naval  Security  Group  Activity, 
Okinawa.  The  fifth  is  for  a  standby  generator  plant  at  the  Naval 
Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto  Rico.  The  last  project  will 
provide  a  sewage-treatment  plant  for  the  radio  station,  Wahiawa, 
Hawaii. 

10.  Office  of  Naval  Research,  $1,591,000 

Public  works  sponsored  by  the  Office  of  Naval  Research  are  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  adequate  facilities  for  conducting  scientific 
research  and  development  in  the  field  of  nuclear  physics. 

The  one  project  in  this  class  is  for  a  high  level  radiation  laboratory 
at  the  Naval  Research  Laboratory  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  It 
will  provide  for  the  study  of  radiation  phenomena  below  the  range  of 
10,000  curies  and  permit  research  into  many  design  problems  of  au¬ 
thorized  and  future  nuclear-powered  ships,  submarines  and  aircraft. 

11.  Yards  and  Docks  facilities,  $11 ,707,000 

The  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  is  responsible  for  fulfilling  the 
Navy’s  requirements  in  the  broad  field  of  civil  engineering  at  all  shore 
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activities.  This  includes  the  technical  responsibility  for  the  design, 
planning,  development,  procurement,  construction,  alteration  and 
maintenance  of  public  works,  public  utilities,  construction  and  base 
transportation  facilities  throughout  the  naval  shore  establishment. 

This  group  of  two  line  items  will  provide  (a)  an  improved  electric 
power  system,  alleviating  a  predicted  critical  islandwide  power 
shortage  on  Guam  and  (b)  an  additional,  emergent  fresh  water  facility 
for  the  Atlantic  Fleet’s  Naval  Base,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba. 

The  committee  also  approved  six  amendments  to  prior  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  public  works.  After  considering  the  elements  making  up 
current  construction  costs,  the  requested  increases  in  authorization 
appear  warranted.  The  amount  approved  totals  $690,000.  This  is 
$160,000  less  than  appears  in  H.R.  4414,  since  the  Navy,  with  ap¬ 
proval  by  the  committee,  withdrew  a  proposed  amendment. 

Family  housing 

The  objective  of  the  family  housing  program  is  to  provide  housing 
at  isolated  stations  where  no  community  support  exists  or  where 
necessary  because  the  availability  of  community  housing  is  small  in 
proportion  to  the  military  requirement. 

One  project  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  construct 
100  units  of  family  housing  at  the  Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  utilizing 
foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454) 
or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Projects  at  17  stations  within  the  continental  United  States  would 
provide  a  total  of  4,322  family  housing  units  to  be  funded  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendment  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended.  Development  of  these  projects  will 
be  contingent  upon  extension  of  the  provisions  of  that  title.  The 
projects  are:  Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  S.C.,  40  units;  Naval  Ord¬ 
nance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  Calif.,  500  units;  Naval  Auxiliary 
Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nev.,  106  units;  Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Ga.,. 

225  units;  Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Fla.,  500  units;  Naval  Air 
Station,  Lemoore,  Calif.,  500  units;  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Mayport,  Fla.,  40  units;  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian, 
Miss.,  320  units;  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia,  La.,  178 
units;  Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Conn.,  500  units;  Naval  \ 
Station,  Newport,  R.I.,  500  units;  Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory, 
Panama  City,  Fla.,  42  units;  Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Va., 

250  units;  Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  W.  Va., 

142  units;  Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  Calif.,  150  units; 
Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Fla.,  229  units;  Marine 
Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Ariz.,  1G0  units. 

Construction  of  the  Capehart  housing  indicated  in  the  previous, 
paragraph  will  require  the  acquisition  of  the  following  Wherry  projects: 


Unit * 

Newport,  R.I _  356 

Key  West,  Fla _ _  1,  000 

Quantico,  Va _  450 

Whiting  Field,  Milton,  Fla _  96 

China  Lake,  Calif _  600 

Twentynine  Palms,  Calif _  493 


Total - - - 2,995 
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Title  III — Air  Force 

BRIEF  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS 


Inside  continental  United  States  (sec.  301) _ $295,  100,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States  (sec.  301) _  65,  081,  000 

Missiles  (sec.  302) -  443,  541,  000 

Unforeseen  construction  (sec.  303) _  5,  000,  000 


Total  new  authorization _  808,  722,  000 

Increased  authorization  for  prior  years’  projects  (secs.  305  and  306).  2,  343,  000 


Total  amount  of  Air  Force  authorizations 


811,  065,  000 


The  Air  Force  would  be  authorized  $808,722,000  in  this  bill  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  new  facilities  at  149  major  installa¬ 
tions,  of  which  101  are  inside  the  United  States  and  48  are  outside 
the  United  States.  The  bill  also  provides  facilities  at  a  number  of 
installations  and  sites,  including  operational  sites  for  strategic, 
defense,  tactical,  and  ballistic  missiles,  off-base  navigational  aids, 
aircraft  control  and  warning  system  sites,  and  facilities  at  classified 
locations.  In  addition,  the  bill  provides  an  increase  of  $2,343,000 
in  authorization  in  prior  years’  laws  to  cover  the  increased  costs  of 
certain  approved  projects.  The  fiscal  year  1960  military  construc¬ 
tion  program  of  the  Air  Force  includes  the  minimum  facilities  to 
provide  an  operational  capability  to  the  forces  planned  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1962. 

A  breakout  of  the  Air  Force  authorization  request  is  contained  in 
the  following  table: 


Authoriza- 


Command 


tion  amount 


Percent  of 
total 


(thousands) 


Inside  the  United  States: 

Air  Defense  Command _ 

Alaskan  Air  Command - - - 

Air  Materiel  Command - - — . 

Air  Research  and  Development  Command - 

Air  Training  Command - - - 

Air  University - - - 

Headquarters  Command - 

Military  Air  Transport  Service - 

Strategic  Air  Command - - 

Tactical  Air  Command - - - - - 

Aircraft  control  and  warning  system - - 

Total,  inside  the  United  States . - . - . 

Outside  the  United  States: 

Military  Air  Transport  Service - - — . — 

Pacific  Air  Forces _ 

Strategic  Air  Command - 

United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe - - 

U.S.  Security  Service - - - - 

Special  facilities - - 

Aircraft  control  and  warning  system - - 

Total,  outside  the  United  States - - - 

Sec.  302:  Ballistic,  strategic,  defense  missiles,  and  BMEWS 
Sec.  303:  Unforeseen  construction - - - 

Total  new  authorization - 


$21,279 
20, 881 
20, 938 
12, 070 
15, 946 
2,306 
21,357 
2, 908 
85, 197 
14,213 
77, 405 


2.6 

2.6 

2.6 

1.6 

2.0 

.3 

2.6 

.4 

10.5 

1.8 

9.6 


295, 100 


36.5 


2, 249 
23, 563 
8,679 
8, 590 
4,908 
105 
16, 987 


.3 
2.9 
1. 1 
1.1 
.6 
O 

2.1 


65, 081 
443, 541 
5,000 


8.1 

54.8 

.6 


808, 722 


100.0 


AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  this  command  is  to  provide  for  the  air  defense  of  the 
continental  United  States.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$21,279,000  and  provides  operating  facilities  at  15  locations. 
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Included  within  the  total  of  $21,279,000  is  an  amount  of  $4,490,000 
to  provide  facilities  in  support  of  Strategic  Air  Command  heavy 
bomber  and/or  tanker  squadrons  at  seven  locations.  The  remainder 
of  the  Air  Defense  Command  program,  totaling  $16,789,000  provides 
facilities  required  to  support  the  basic  mission. 

Facilities  in  support  of  the  Air  Defense  Command  are  also  included 
in  the  Air  Research  and  Development  Command  amounting  to 
$426,000;  the  Air  Training  Command  for  $1,963,000;  the  Military 
Air  Transport  Service  for  $853,000;  the  Strategic  Air  Command  for 
$2,592,000;  and  the  Tactical  Air  Command  for  $120,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Alaskan  Air  Command  is  to  organize  and  con¬ 
duct  the  air  defense  of  Alaska  and  to  provide  early  warning  to  the 
United  States  and  Canada.  This  command  supports  the  Strategic 
Air  Command,  Military  Air  Transport  Services,  COMALSEAFRON, 
the  U.S.  Army,  and  the  northwest  route  to  the  Orient.  This  pro¬ 
gram  contains  a  request  for  $20,881,000  for  the  Alaskan  Air  Command 
and  provides  facilities  at  5  bases  totaling  $4,371,000  and  facilities  at 
10  various  locations  totaling  $16,510,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Materiel  Command  is  to  (1)  provide  adequate 
and  efficient  systems  of  procurement,  production,  maintenance,  and 
supply  for  the  U.S.  Air  Force;  (2)  provide  general  overall  logistical 
support  for  all  activities  and  agencies  for  the  U.S.  Air  Force;  (3)  train 
specialized  units  for  accomplishment  of  specified  logistics  functions 
in  oversea  areas  and  theaters;  and  (4)  train  individuals  requiring  a 
long  training  leadtime  to  fill  requirements  of  air  depot  type  units 
scheduled  for  activation  and  to  fill  replacement  requirements.  This 
program  contains  a  request  for  $20,938,000  for  Air  Materiel  Command 
and  provides  facilities  at  eight  locations. 

Included  within  the  Air  Materiel  Command  total  program  are  facil¬ 
ities  for  the  AMC  depot  supply  and  maintenance  requirements 
totaling  $3,728,000.  The  SAC  mission  at  three  AMC  locations  re¬ 
quires  a  total  of  $588,000.  The  ADC  mission  at  Griffiss  requires  a 
total  of  $574,000.  The  Ah-  Technical  Intelligence  Center  at  Wright- 
Patterson  requires  a  total  of  $1,466,000.  A  new  MATS  mission  at 
Kelly  requires  a  total  of  $123,000  and  there  are  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  requirements  at  one  AMC  installation  totaling  $10,943,000. 
The  remainder  of  the  program,  $3,516,000,  is  composed  of  items  to 
satisfy  the  basic  Air  Materiel  mission  requirements. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Research  and  Development  Command  is  to 
attain  and  maintain  qualitative  superiority  by  the  following  proced¬ 
ures:  (1)  Conduct  or  supervise  scientific  and  technical  studies  re¬ 
quired  for  the  accomplishment  of  Air  Force  missions;  (2)  seek  new 
basic  knowledge  from  which  improved  aeronautical  equipment,  ma¬ 
terial,  weapons,  and  techniques  can  be  developed;  (3)  undertake  the 
development  and  recommend  the  adoption  of  appropriate  new  and 
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improved  devices  and  systems  for  the  conduct  and  support  of  air 
warfare,  including  aircraft,  missiles,  weapons,  techniques,  and  pro¬ 
cedures  applicable  to  Air  Force  purposes;  (4)  perform  employment 
and  suitability  testing  of  aircraft,  guided  missiles,  navigational  aids, 
components,  and  material.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$12,670,000  for  the  Air  Research  and  Development  Command  and 
provides  facilities  at  11  locations  (includes  4  auxiliary  sites). 

Included  within  the  Air  Research  and  Development  Command  total 
program  are  facilities  for  research,  development,  and  testing,  totaling 
$9,404,000;  air  defense  missile  training  at  one  base  totaling  $426,000; 
and  a  SAC  facility  at  one  location  totaling  $39,000.  The  remainder 
of  the  program  is  composed  of  items  to  support  the  basic  ARDC 
mission  requirement. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Training  Command  is  to  provide  flying  train¬ 
ing  leading  to  an  aeronautical  rating;  air  crew  training;  basic  and 
advanced  technical  training  leading  to  an  Air  Force  specialty;  basic 
military  training;  mobile  training;  and  such  other  training  as  may  be 
directed  by  the  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF.  This  program  contains  a  re¬ 
quest  for  $15,946,000  for  Air  Training  Command  and  provides  facili¬ 
ties  at  nine  locations. 

Included  in  the  above  total  is  $11,189,000  which  provides  facilities 
for  the  basic  Air  Training  Command  mission.  Facilities  are  also  in¬ 
cluded  to  accommodate  SAC  missions  totaling  $2,794,000,  and  an 
Air  Defense  Command  mission  for  $1,963,000. 

AIR  UNIVERSITY  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Air  University  Command  is  to  prepare  officers  for 
command  of  large  Air  Force  units,  wings,  groups,  and  squadrons,  and 
for  staff  duties  appropriate  to  those  command  positions  and  to  provide 
education  to  meet  the  scientific  requirements  of  the  Air  Force.  This 
program  contains  a  request  for  $2,306,000  and  provides  facilities  at 
two  locations. 

Included  within  the  Air  University  Command  total  program  is  one 
facility  for  the  Air  Defense  Command  SAGE  mission  at  one  location 
totaling  $281,000.  The  remainder  of  the  program  is  composed  of 
items  to  satisfy  the  basic  Air  University  mission. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Headquarters  Command  is  to  provide  proficiency 
flying,  training,  housekeeping,  and  support  of  U.S.  Air  Force  personnel 
in  the  Washington  area.  Specifically,  this  command  provides  ad¬ 
ministrative  and  logistic  support  for  the  USAF  Headquarters  Squad¬ 
ron,  for  those  Air  Force  units  stationed  within  the  Washington  area 
where  inherent  organizational  structure  does  not  permit  other  support, 
and  such  other  missions  as  may  be  directed  by  the  Chief  of  Staff, 
USAF.  This  program  contains  a  request  for  $21,357,000  for  Head¬ 
quarters  Command  and  provides  facilities  at  one  location,  primarily 
to  allow  the  moving  of  combat  readiness  training  (CRT)  and  special 
air  mission  (SAM)  activities  from  Bolling  Air  Force  Base  to  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base. 
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MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE  (Zl) 

The  mission  of  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  is  to  provide: 
(1)  Airlift  required  in  support  of  joint  war  plans;  (2)  scheduled  airlift 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  within  the  continental  United  States, 
between  the  continental  United  States  and  oversea  areas,  and  between 
and  within  oversea  areas  as  directed  by  higher  authority;  (3)  world¬ 
wide  air  transport,  air  weather,  airways,  and  air  communications  and 
air  rescue  service  systems;  (4)  flight  service  within  the  Zone  of  Interior; 
(5)  organization  and  training  of  air  resupply  and  communications 
services;  (6)  supervision,  control,  and  maintenance  of  primary  facilities 
required  for  performing  its  assigned  mission;  and  (7)  theater  jurisdic¬ 
tion  in  oversea  areas  where  MATS  units  are  stationed  but  which  are 
outside  the  jurisdiction  of  any  theater  commander.  This  program 
contains  a  request  for  $2,908,000  for  Military  Air  Transport  Service 
and  provides  facilities  at  four  locations. 

Included  within  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  total  program 
are  facilities  for  air  defense  missions  costing  $853,000  at  two  bases 
and  facilities  for  SAC  tanker  missions  at  two  bases,  costing  $284,000. 
The  remainder  of  the  program  is  composed  of  items  to  satisfy  the  basic 
MATS  operational  requirements. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Strategic  Air  Command  is  to  organize,  train, 
equip,  administer,  and  prepare  a  force  capable  of  conducting  strategic 
air  operations  in  compliance  with  directives  and  policies  issued  by 
Headquarters,  U.S.  Air  Force.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$85,197,000  for  the  Strategic  Air  Command  to  provide  facilities  at  42 
locations. 

An  amount  of  $18,211,000  is  included  at  four  medium  bomber  bases 
to  provide  facilities  required  for  conversion  from  medium  to  heavy 
bomber  capability.  An  amount  of  $8,614,000  is  requested  to  provide 
additional  facilities  at  13  heavy  bomber  dispersal  bases  previously 
programed  in  support  of  the  heavy  bomber  weapons  system.  Of  the 
$30,573,000  contained  in  the  program  for  medium  bomber  base 
facilities,  $21,533,000  will  be  applied  to  construction  at  Richard  Bong. 
An  amount  of  $5,752,000  provides  for  support  of  medium  refueling 
aircraft  at  Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base  and  heavy  tankers  at  Offutt 
Air  Force  Base.  A  combat  operations  center  at  March  Air  Force  Base 
is  requested  for  $5,651,000.  Facilities  for  Air  Defense  Command  units 
on  10  Strategic  Air  Command  bases  accounts  for  $5,001,000  of  this 
request,  and  $1,007,000  is  included  for  Military  Air  Transport  facilities 
at  Turner  Air  Force  Base.  Nontechnical  facilities  for  missile  units 
at  two  bases  amount  to  $1,619,000.  The  remainder  of  the  Strategic 
Air  Command  program,  $8,769,000,  will  provide  for  items  required  to 
support  the  basic  mission  throughout  the  entire  command. 

In  addition  to  the  $85,197,000  programed  at  SAC  bases,  facilities 
to  support  the  Strategic  Air  Command  are  included  within  other  major 
Zone  of  Interior  commands  as  follows: 


Air  Defense  Command _  $4,  490,  000 

Air  Materiel  Command _  588,  000 

Air  Research  and  Development _  _  39,  000 

Air  Training  Command _  2,  794,  000 

Military  Air  Transport  Service _  284,  000 

Tactical  Air  Command _  779,  000 
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The  authorization  for  the  Strategic  Air  Command  which  is  included 
within  other  commands  amounts  to  a  total  of  $8,974,000. 

TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Tactical  Air  Command  is  (1)  to  organize,  equip, 
train,  and  administer  the  forces  assigned  or  attached  to  participate 
in  tactical  air  operations,  including  light  and  tactical  bombardment, 
day  fighter,  fighter  bomber,  tactical  missiles,  troop  carrier,  reconnais¬ 
sance  and  support;  (2)  to  maintain  liaison  with  the  Continental  Army 
Command;  (3)  to  determine  the  amount  of  Tactical  Air  Command 
resources  to  allocate  for  the  training  of  Air  Force  and  Army  personnel 
and  units  in  air-ground  operations;  and  (4)  to  maintain  a  capability 
and  develop  plans  for  the  deployment  of  mobile  atomic  strike  forces 
for  use  in  tactical  air  operations  in  any  area  of  the  world  independent 
of,  or  in  concert  with,  other  land,  air,  naval,  or  amphibious  forces. 
This  program  contains  a  request  for  $14,213,000  for  Tactical  Air 
Command  and  provides  facilities  at  10  locations. 

Included  within  the  Tactical  Air  Command  total  program  are  facil¬ 
ities  for  operational  and  base  support  items  totaling  $12,118,000  and 
Air  Defense  Command  missions  at  three  bases  costing  $2,095,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

The  fiscal  year  1960  MCP  provides  facilities  for  the  improvement  of 
the  air  defense  control  and  warning  system  in  the  United  States. 

Facilities  are  provided  to  house  and  support  new  and  improved 
electronic  equipment  to  increase  the  capability  and  effectiveness  of 
the  system.  A  large  portion  of  the  fiscal  year  1960  air  control  and 
warning  construction  program  is  directed  toward  providing  facilities 
for  major  improvements  to  the  SAGE  system.  A  new  high  capacity 
computer  called  the  Solid  State  computer  (utilizing  transistors  rather 
than  vacuum  tubes)  has  been  developed.  The  most  effective  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  this  Solid  State  computer  will  be  obtained  by  installing  it  in 
hardened  facilities.  Also  provided  in  this  program  are  operations 
building  additions  and  communications  buildings  at  radar  sites  which 
will  enable  the  sites  to  support  the  SAGE  system;  additional  gap  filler 
radar  stations;  new  operations  buildings,  plus  necessary  land  and 
utilities. 

Facilities  are  also  provided  to  improve  the  living  conditions  of  the 
personnel  (and  their  families)  who  man  the  air  control  and  warning 
sites  and  SAGE  centers.  These  facilities  consist  of  family  housing, 
troop  housing  and  messing,  religious  and  medical  facilities  and  utilities. 
General  base  support  type  projects  such  as  storage  and  shops  are  also 
provided  as  well  as  logical  facilities  to  support  DEW  line  operation  in 
Alaska. 

This  section  includes  a  total  of  $77,405,000  and  consists  of  the 
following  main  elements  of  the  program:  $57,300,000  is  included  for 
constructing  hardened  SAGE  supercombat  centers  which  will  house 
the  Solid  State  (transitorized)  computers.  Utilities  and  necessary 
real  estate  are  included. 

Operations  buildings  and  transmitter/receiver  buildings  at  various 
existing  air  control  and  warning  sites  to  integrate  the  present  facilities 
with  SAGE  operations  amount  to  $8,992,000  of  the  program. 
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Included  in  the  program  is  $2,348,000  for  new  operations  buildings 
and  related  facilities  at  five  existing  air  control  and  warning  sites,  and 
$1,635,000  to  provide  facilities  at  two  air  control  and  warning  sites 
to  improve  offshore  communications  with  seaward  defense  elements. 

The  program  will  provide  $2,280,000  for  19  unmanned  gap  filler 
sites  to  furnish  radar  coverage  at  low  altitudes. 

It  also  provides  $2,295,000  for  27  units  of  family  housing  at  each 
of  5  air  control  and  warning  sites  located  in  areas  where  adequate 
community  housing  is  not  available  for  lease. 

The  balance  of  the  program  will  provide  $2,555,000  for  utilities  and 
support  facilities  at  various  air  control  and  warning  sites  and  SAGE 
centers,  and  for  logistical  support  of  the  DEW  line. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE  (OVERSEAS) 

The  mission  of  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  is  to  provide  air¬ 
craft  required  in  support  of  approved  joint  war  plans;  scheduled 
airlifts  for  the  Department  of  Defense  between  and  within  overseas 
areas;  worldwide  air  transport,  air  weather;  airways  and  air  com¬ 
munications;  air  rescue  service  systems,  and  organization  and  training 
of  Air  Resupply  and  Communications  Service  and  all  elements  thereof. 
This  program  contains  a  request  for  $2,249,000  for  the  Military  Air 
Transport  Service  and  provides  facilities  at  three  locations  to  satisfy 
the  basic  mission  requirements. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

The  mission  of  the  Pacific  Air  Forces  is  to  conduct  tactical  air 
operations,  the  air  defense  of  Japan,  Ryukyus,  Marianas,  Korea, 
Wake  Island,  and  the  U.S.  installations  in  the  Philippines;  provide  air 
transportation  for  combat  troops,  other  personnel  and  supplies  in  the 
Pacific  and  Far  East  areas.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$23,563,000  for  the  Pacific  Air  Forces  and  provides  facilities  at  1  base 
and  15  various  locations. 

The  Pacific  Air  Forces  program  includes  hardening  of  facilities  for  a 
classified  operational  mission  at  one  location  totaling  $4,100,000; 
$738,000  in  support  of  Air  Force  Security  Service  at  one  location; 
$3,120,000  in  support  of  overseas  Military  Air  Transport  Service  at 
two  locations.  The  remainder  of  the  program  totaling  $15,605,000  is 
composed  of  items  to  meet  the  basic  Pacific  Air  Forces  mission  require¬ 
ments. 

Included  in  the  Strategic  Air  Command  (Overseas)  program  are 
facilities  for  $106,000  at  Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  in  support  of 
fighter  interceptor  aircraft  at  this  base. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND  (OVERSEAS) 

The  mission  of  this  command  is  to  organize,  train,  equip,  administer, 
and  maintain  a  force  capable  of  conducting  strategic  air  operations  in 
accordance  with  directives  and  policies  issued  by  Headquarters, 
U.S.  Air  Force.  This  program  contains  a  request  for  $8,679,000  for 
the  Strategic  Air  Command  and  provides  facilities  at  2  Air  Force  bases 
and  12  various  locations  located  in  Canada,  Great  Britain,  Greenland, 
Guam,  Newfoundland,  Puerto  Rico,  and  Spain. 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


25 


Included  within  Strategic  Air  Command  program  are  facilities  for 
support  of  tenant  fighter  interceptor  aircraft  totaling  $873,000,  broken 
down  as  follows:  $106,000,  Pacific  Air  Forces,  and  $767,000,  Air 
Defense  Command  overseas.  The  remainder  of  the  program  is  com¬ 
posed  of  items  to  satisfy  the  basic  SAC  mission  requirements. 

U.S.  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

The  mission  of  the  U.S.  Air  Forces  in  Europe  is  to  support  the 
Supreme  Allied  Commander,  Europe;  U.S.  Commander  in  Chief, 
Europe,  and  the  other  component  commanders  under  USCINCEUR 
in  their  assigned  missions;  to  fulfill  responsibilities  assigned  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  areas  not  included  in  either  the  NATO  or 
USCINCEUR ’s  area  of  responsibility,  and  to  support  commanders 
operating  directly  under  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  This  program 
contains  a  request  for  $8,590,000  for  U.S.  Air  Forces  in  Europe  and 
provides  facilities  at  16  locations. 

Included  in  the  program  are  facilities  to  support  fighter  interceptor 
and  tactical  fighter  aircraft  at  eight  locations  totaling  $4,598,000; 
navigational  aids  at  three  locations  totaling  $121,000;  fighter  rota¬ 
tional  mission  at  one  location  totaling  $788,000;  communications 
network  at  various  locations  totaling  $2,620,000;  and  medical  facilities 
at  two  locations  totaling  $56,000.  Also  included  are  903  family 
housing  units  and  community  facilities  at  six  locations.  The  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  program  totaling  $407,000  is  composed  of  items  to 
satisfy  the  basic  USAFE  mission  requirement. 

U.S.  AIR  FORCE  SECURITY  SERVICE 

The  mission  of  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Security  Service  (USAFSS)  is  to 
provide  the  communications-electronics  intelligence  for  the  U.S.  Air 
Force.  In  addition,  this  command  is  organized  to  perform  com¬ 
munications  security  services  which  include  the  storage,  distribution, 
accounting,  and  maintenance  of  cryptographic  material. 

The  fiscal  year  1960  program  provides  facilities,  amounting  to 
$4,908,000,  for  the  improvement  of  the  basic  U.S.  Air  Force  Security 
Service  mission  at  seven  locations  in  the  European  and  Mideast  areas. 
Facilities  to  support  the  USAFSS  requirements,  amounting  to 
$738,000,  in  the  Pacific  Air  Force  area  and  $1,598,000  in  the  Alaskan 
Air  Command  area  are  included  in  the  respective  command  portion 
of  this  program. 

Facilities  are  provided  to  house  and  support  new  and  improved 
electronic  equipment  which  is  required  to  increase  the  capability  and 
effectiveness  of  the  intelligence  mission.  These  facilities  include  oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES  (OVERSEAS) 

This  section  covers  special  facilities  at  an  oversea  location  totaling 
$105,000. 

The  requirement  for  this  facility  is  dictated  by  the  progress  of  tech¬ 
nical  developments  pertinent  to  the  accomplishment  of  the  mission. 
This  facility  is  required  to  replace  a  World  War  II  prefabricated  build¬ 
ing  that  cannot  be  economically  rehabilitated. 

H.  Rept.  223,  86-1 - 4 
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AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM  (OVERSEAS) 

Facilities  in  the  amount  of  $16,987,000  are  provided  for  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  A.C.  &  W.  system  in  Canada  to  move  the  air  oefense 
combat  zone  northward.  The  major  part  of  the  fiscal  year  1960 
A.C.  &  W.  program  in  Canada  is  for  electric  power  projects  which 
will  replace  small  wornout  electric  generators  and  also  provide  the 
additional  power  and  electric  distribution  system  to  support  the  de¬ 
mands  of  new  improved  electronic  equipment.  Also  included  in  the 
program  are  operations  budding  additions  to  house  improved  elec¬ 
tronic  equipment;  a  recreational  facility;  utility  projects;  a  project 
for  reimbursing  the  Canadian  Government  for  work  accomplished  at 
the  five  American-financed,  Canadian-manned  Pinetree  sites  and 
facilities  required  for  logistical  support  of  the  DEW  line. 

RATIO  OF  CONSTRUCTION  IN  OVERSEA  AREAS 

Of  the  $65  million  shown  for  outside  the  United  States,  $4  million 
are  in  U.S.  Territories  and  possessions,  and  over  $22  million  are  for 
projects  on  the  North  American  Continent  which  directly  contribute 
to  continental  defense.  This  leaves  only  $39  million,  or  less  than  5 
percent  of  the  total  program,  for  projects  in  foreign  countries  outside 
North  America. 

Category  distribution  of  Air  Force  fiscal  year  1960  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  follows: 


Total 

(thousands) 


Percent  of 
total 


Operational  and  training _ 

Maintenance _ 

Research,  development,  and  test... 

Supply _ _ _ 

Hospital  and  medical _ 

Administrative _ 

Housing  and  community _ 

Utilities  and  ground  improvements 

Real  estate _ 

Unforeseen  construction _ 

Total _ 


$614, 848 

76.0 

55,  477 

6.9 

21,  693 

2.7 

12,  934 

1.6 

17, 105 

2.1 

3,055 

0.4 

32, 926 

4.1 

44,  835 

5.5 

849 

0.1 

5,000 

0.6 

808, 722 

100.0 

BALLISTIC,  STRATEGIC,  DEFENSE  MISSILES,  AND  BMEWS 

The  $443,541  million  for  establishing  or  developing  military  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  for  ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  and 
ballistic  missile  detection  is  to  be  applied  as  follows: 

Ballistic  missiles  ($ 374-085  million). — This  provides  authorization 
for  construction  of  new  operational  Atlas  facilities  and  support 
facilities  for  previously  programed  Atlas  sites.  It  also  includes 
authorization  for  the  construction  of  hardened  facilities  for  Titan 
ICBM  sites.  In  addition,  it  provides  for  construction  of  test  facilities 
for  the  ICBM  at  Edwards  Air  Force  Base  and  Patrick  Air  Force  Base. 
The  fiscal  year  1960  construction  continues  the  program  for  provision 
of  ballistic  missile  facilities  which  was  begun  by  earlier  construction 
programs. 

Strategic  missiles  ($10  million ). — This  provides  authorization  for 
construction  of  facilities  for  strategic  missiles,  other  than  the  ballistic 
type  and  provides  a  second  increment  of  facilities  for  the  Hounddog 
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and  the  Quail  air-to-surface  missiles  carried  by  the  Stratetic  Air 
Command  B-52  bombers  to  provide  them  with  greater  penetration 
capability. 

BOM  ARC  {$26  million). — This  amount  is  required  to  provide 
additional  BOMARC  sites  in  the  United  States  in  support  of  the  air 
defense  weapons  system.  These  sites  constitute  an  augmentation  to 
the  previously  programed  sites. 

BMEWS  {$ 38.436  million). — This  amount  for  the  ballistic  missiles 
early  warning  system  (BMEWS)  is  required  to  provide  the  second 
increment  of  technical  and  support  facilities  to  implement  the  ballistic 
missile  early  warning  system.  It  will  provide  warnings  of  ICBM 
attacks  in  time  to  alert  Norad  and  SAC  forces. 

UNFORESEEN  CONSTRUCTION 

Authorization  of  $5  million  is  requested  in  this  bill  for  construction 
of  unforeseen  projects,  without  identification  to  specific  construction 
items  or  locations.  This  authorization  will  provide  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  authority  to  construct  urgently  required  facilities  for 
which  requirements  are  not  now  known  or  firm  but  which  must  be 
initiated  prior  to  the  next  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act. 

Changing  international  conditions  and  operational  concepts,  changes 
in  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  and  new  or  unforeseen  research  and  development 
requirements  often  create  new  and  additional  facility  requirements  on 
which  construction  must  be  initiated  promptly  and  provided  in  short 
periods  of  time  in  order  that  the  weapons  and  systems  may  be  effec¬ 
tively  utilized  at  the  earliest  possible  dates  or  by  specified  require¬ 
ment  dates. 

Unused  balances  of  this  type  of  emergency  authority  available  under 
Public  Law  85-685  will  expire  as  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  bill. 
Similarly,  any  unused  balance  under  the  emergency  authorization 
requested  in  this  bill  will  expire  on  September  30,  1960. 

FAMILY  HOUSING 

The  Air  Force  family  housing  program  in  this  bill  constitutes  a 
continuing  effort  to  provide  adequate  housing  for  Air  Force  personnel. 
The  constantly  changing  needs  for  housing  stem  from  operational 
changes  based  on  the  growth  of  new  weapons  systems  and  upon  the 
increase  in  number  and  size  of  Air  Force  families. 

The  housing  program  authorized  under  title  VIII  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  has  for  the  past  several  years  been  the  main  source  of 
providing  this  important  personnel  facility.  As  of  February  25,  1959, 
there  have  been  52,700  units  of  title  VIII  housing  approved  by  the 
Congress  at  110  bases.  Of  this  amount,  19  projects  for  11,300  units 
have  been  completed  and  occupied;  67  additional  projects  for  30,700 
units  are  currently  under  construction;  acceptable  bids  have  been 
received  on  8  projects  for  2,700  units;  and  the  balance  of  16  projects 
for  approximately  8,000  units  are  in  various  stages  of  design  or  out  for 
bid.  In  this  bill  is  a  request  for  the  construction  authorization  of  27 
projects  for  8,755  units  for  the  title  VIII  program  which  will  augment 
prior  programs. 

Outside  the  United  States  the  surplus  commodity  housing  program 
provides  most  Air  Force  housing.  Under  this  program,  2,000  units 
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have  been  constructed  and  occupied.  An  additional  2,000  units  are 
currently  under  construction  in  France,  Morocco,  Spain,  and  the 
United  Kingdom.  In  this  authorization  bill,  2,047  units  under  this 
program  are  requested  for  the  United  Kingdom,  France,  and  3  classi¬ 
fied  locations. 

Where  the  title  VIII  and  surplus  commodity  programs  are  not 
feasible,  a  limited  amount  of  housing  is  programed  by  means  of  ap¬ 
propriated  funds.  Included  in  this  authorization  bill  is  a  request  for 
the  construction  of  135  units  at  5  aircraft  control  and  warning  sites  in 
the  United  States  where  there  is  very  little  or  no  local  community 
rental  housing  available  for  rent  by  military  personnel. 

The  housing  program  outlined  here  continues  the  Air  Force  policy 
of  programing  yearly  increments  of  housing  to  meet  the  most  urgent 
needs  at  specified  and  carefully  reviewed  locations  by  the  most  efficient 
and  economical  means. 

REAL  ESTATE 


The  Air  Force  seeks  authorization  in  this  program  to  acquire  various 
identified  interests  in  1,736  acres  of  land,  all  inside  the  United  States, 
at  a  cost  of  $849,000.  These  interests  are  required  primarily  for  the 
installation  of  runway  overruns  and  approach  lights,  navaids  and 
communications  facilities,  and  to  establish  clearances  for  flight  safety 
in  runway  approach  zones.  In  addition,  certain  real  estate  interests, 
not  yet  firmly  identified  will  be  acquired  under  the  authorizations  re¬ 
quested  in  section  302  for  the  missile  programs,  and  for  the  SAGE 
super  combat  centers  and  the  NORAD  combat  operations  center. 
The  following  table  summarizes  the  identified  land  items  in  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Land  interests  in  Air  Force  fiscal  year  1960  military  construction 
authorization: 


Acres 

Cost 

Fee  purchase _ _ _ 

1, 138 
565 
33 

$598,  000 
178,000 
73,000 

Clearance  easement _ 

Right-of-way  easement _ 

Total _  _  _ 

1,736 

849,000 

FORMULATION  OF  THE  PROGRAM 


There  are  set  out  above  what  the  committee  considers  all  of  the 
basic  facts  and  figures  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  construction 
programs  for  fiscal  year  1960.  Bare  statistics,  however,  tell  only 
what  the  program  is.  For  the  kind  of  understanding  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  feels  it  is  obligated  to  convey  to  the  House,  it  is  necessary  also 
to  know  the  how  and  the  why. 


Review  procedure 

Every  construction  program  presented  to  the  Congress  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  is,  in  the  first  instance,  based  on  requirements. 
There  are  differences  of  opinion  as  to  what  the  requirements  are,  and 
it  is  these  differences  of  opinion  and  approach  that  make  the  program 
when  presented  to  the  Congress  the  combined  thinking  of  the  best 
military  and  civilian  minds  within  the  Department  of  Defense. 
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First  step 

The  first  step  in  the  formulation  of  a  military  construction  program 
is  to  obtain  from  the  field  offices  of  the  militai’y  departments  the  needs 
of  the  individual  military  establishments  within  the  geographical  or 
other  jurisdiction  of  each  of  the  field  offices.  These  requests  are  con¬ 
sidered,  in  most  instances,  by  the  next  echelon,  or  echelons,  of  field 
officers  prior  to  their  submission  to  the  department  concerned. 

Second  step 

The  next  step  is  consideration  within  the  Department  itself.  Here 
again  the  program  goes  through  several  processes  of  review,  until  final 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  military  department.  Each  of  the 
Secretaries  then  submits  Inis  recommendations  to  the  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  (Properties  and  Installations).  The  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary’s  Office  is  a  relatively  small  one,  but  staffed  with  experts  in 
military  construction  and  in  field?  allied  to  it.  As  the  committee  has 
stated  in  previous  years,  in  this  office,  with  a  singleness  of  purpose  that 
has  been  most  encouraging  to  the  committee,  all  of  the  programs  are 
reviewed,  coordinated,  and  assembled  into  a  single  program  reflecting 
the  overall  construction  needs  of  all  of  the  military  departments. 

Original  program 

The  effect  of  these  reviews  is  dramatically  and  succinctly  apparent 
when  one  realizes  that  the  program  originally  presented  by  the  field 
offices  to  the  military  departments  in  Washington  totaled  in  excess  of 
$4  billion.  This,  in  turn,  was  cut  by  the  military  departments  in 
Washington  to  a  total  of  $2,130,604,000.  The  review  by  the  Office  of 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Properties  and  Installations  cut 
this  latter  figure  to  $1,368,554,000,  and  the  review  made  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  resulted  in  a  bill  of  only  $1,299,297,000.  The  com¬ 
mittee  after  its  close  and  detailed  scrutiny  of  the  bill  cut  another 
$109,247,000  from  the  measure  so  that  the  bill  being  presented  to  the 
House  represents  a  total  of  $1,190,050,000. 

All  of  the  foregoing  figures  have  reference  only  to  new  construction 
in  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  the  bill.  That  portion  of  the  bill  relating  to 
the  Reserve  components  is  dealt  with  specifically  and  separately  later 
in  this  report. 

Personal  equation 

As  the  committee  has  stated  on  a  number  of  previous  occasions,  the 
value  of  any  construction  program  is  in  direct  ratio  to  the  amount 
of  planning,  thought,  and  review  that  is  put  into  it.  These  factors, 
in  turn,  are  dependent  for  their  worth  upon  the  individuals  with  the 
responsibility  for  formulating  and  reviewing  the  program.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  convinced  that  there  has  been  great  improvement  over  the 
past  few  years  in  all  of  these  aspects  of  the  formulation  of  the  military 
construction  programs.  The  Department  of  Defense  and  its  military 
departments  have,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  engendered  a 
confidence  in  this  respect  that  is  now  deserved. 

Witnesses 

Witnesses  from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  from 
each  of  the  military  departments,  were  questioned  most  closely  with 
respect  to  the  foregoing  matters,  and  the  committee  received  an 
assurance,  which  by  the  end  of  the  hearings  it  accepted  completely, 
that  every  item  in  the  bill  as  presented  had  received  the  closest 
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scrutiny  and  consideration  during  every  step  toward  its  final  submis¬ 
sion  to  the  Congress. 

NEAV  BASES 

There  are  no  new  bases,  in  the  true  sense  of  the  term,  authorized 
by  this  bill.  There  are  several  aircraft  control  and  warning  installa¬ 
tions  throughout  the  United  States  for  which  authority  is  provided 
in  the  bill.  There  are  also  some  other  installations  which  contemplate 
new  and  different  activities  but  which  are  located  immediately 
adjacent  or  close  to  existing  bases  and  w  ill  receive  their  support 
from  these  existing  bases. 


REAL  ESTATE 


The  real  property  under  military  control  includes  property  owned, 
leased,  used  by  permit,  easement,  and  various  occupancy  rights 
(foreign  base  agreements).  As  of  June  30,  1958,  the  military  depart¬ 
ments  controlled  approximately  32.5  million  acres  of  land  throughout 
the  world.  This  land,  together  with  the  improvements,  had  an 
original  cost  to  the  United  States  of  $26.9  billion. 

The  real  estate  under  military  control  may  be  grouped  as  follows: 
26.8  million  acres  in  the  United  States,  together  with  improvements 
thereon,  having  an  original  cost  of  $20.7  billion;  3.4  million  acres  in 
the  Territories  and  possessions,  together  with  the  improvements 
thereon,  having  an  original  cost  of  $2.9  billion;  and  2.3  million  acres 
in  foreign  countries  together  with  the  improvements  thereon  having 
an  original  cost  of  $3.3  billion. 

The  real  property  acreage  tinder  military  control  in  the  United 
States  consists  of  the  following: 

Acres 


Fee  owned _ 

Public  domain. 
Temporary  use 

Leased _ 

Easements _ 


7,  014,  760 
16,  673,  234 
1,  151,  147 
1,  871,  640 
85,  628 


Total _  26,  796,  409 

The  above  total  of  26.8  million  acres  reflects  the  decrease  of  2  percent 
of  about  550,000  acres  less  than  reported  for  the  period  ending  June 
30,  1957. 

Public  domain 

Attention  is  invited  to  the  fact  that  over  half  of  the  land  under 
military  control  is  public  domain  land  that  has  never  been  on  the  tax 
rolls.  Only  7,014,001  acres  of  land  under  military  control  have  been 
removed  from  the  tax  rolls  in  the  United  States. 

Percentage  oj  land  area  of  United  States 

The  26.8  million  acres  under  military  control  in  the  United  States 
is  approximately  1.4  percent  of  the  total  land  area  in  the  United  States. 
The  U.S.  Government  owns  408.2  million  acres  of  land  in  the  United 
States  or  approximately  21.5  percent  of  the  total  land  area  in  the 
United  States. 

Disposal 

The  Department  of  Defense,  the  committee  was  pleased  to  hear,  is 
continuing  its  efforts  to  dispose  of  the  maximum  practicable  amount 
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of  real  property,  and  during  the  first  cycle  of  the  program  from  August 
27,  1955,  to  March  1,  1959,  a  total  of  531  installations,  or  portions 
thereof,  consisting  of  1,921,311  acres  of  land,  representing  an  acqui¬ 
sition  cost  of  $1,005,839,000  were  determined  to  be  excess  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended.  Altogether,  the  property  so  determined,  and  that 
which  currently  is  being  examined  within  the  Department  of  Defense 
consists  of  6,063,000  acres  of  land  on  699  separate  installations,  which 
represent  an  acquisition  cost  of  $1,673,857,842.  Eighteen  installations 
were  transferred  to  other  military  departments  as  a  result  of  the 
screening. 

REAL  ESTATE  CURRENT  CONSIDERATIONS 

The  real  property  management  program  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  is  based,  the  committee  is  convinced,  on  firm  military  in¬ 
stallation  requirements  in  accordance  with  long-range  military  plan¬ 
ning  and  with  the  size,  composition,  and  deployment  of  authorized 
force  levels.  These  requirements  in  turn  are  determined  by  the 
following  considerations:  (1)  Warning  of  enemy  attack;  (2)  retalia¬ 
tion  in  event  of  enemy  attack;  (3)  defense  to  deter  enemy  attack  and 
to  protect  retaliation  forces ;  and  (4)  the  capability  to  cope  effectively 
with  limited  wars  and  prevent  the  outbreak  of  general  wars. 

Full  consideration  is  given  to  the  effect  of  new  weapons  systems 
and  advance  strategic  and  logistic  methods  upon  such  requirements. 
All  items  for  land  acquisitions  and  facilities  expansion  were  evaluated 
within  the  framework  described  above  in  addition  to  the  justification 
of  the  project  itself. 

The  committee  concedes  that  the  job  of  tailoring  our  installation 
complex  to  achieve  the  most  effective  support  under  rapidly  changing 
conditions  is  not  an  easy  one.  A  majority  of  our  installations  were 
constructed  during  World  War  II.  Some  of  them  were  acquired 
during  World  War  I  and  a  few  prior  to  that  time.  A  number  of  in¬ 
stallations  have  become  obsolescent  or  represent  capacity  which  is 
■beyond  that  which  is  needed  now  for  assigned  missions.  Whenever 
it  is  economical  and  feasible  such  installations  are  converted  for 
effective  utilization  to  support  new  missions  provided  for  by  long- 
range  plans.  A  certain  number,  however,  which  do  not  lend  them¬ 
selves  to  conversion  and  for  which  a  continuing  requirement  no  longer 
exists,  must  be  closed. 

Pool  of  installations 

In  this  connection,  a  pool  of  installations  not  in  active  use  has  been 
assembled  by  States  in  which  they  are  located.  Action  has  been 
taken  to  supplement  this  pool  with  a  listing  of  all  out-granted  land 
and  vacant  or  unprogramed  building  space  in  major  categories  of 
permanent  and  semipermanent  buildings  located  on  active  installa¬ 
tions.  This  complete  assemblage  will  be  screened  by  the  military 
departments  in  preparing,  and  by  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  (P.  &  I.)  in  reviewing  all  subsequent  MCA  submissions  to 
assure  that  existing  facilities  are  utdized  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible  in  lieu  of  land  acquisition  and  new  construction.  Actually, 
this  screening  process  has  been  conducted  by  the  Assistant  Secretary’s 
office  since  1955  through  the  use  of  the  inactive  and  excess  categories 
of  the  “Inventory  of  Military  Real  Property,”  but  the  committee 
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feels  that  the  additional  means  described  herein  should  result  in  even 
a  more  precise  and  thorough  process  in  the  future. 

Continuing  studies 

In  addition,  each  military  department  is  required  to  conduct  studies 
of  each  installation  under  its  control  on  a  continuing  basis  to  determine 
the  extent  to  which  each  installation  is  essential  in  whole  or  in  part 
in  the  light  of  long-range  planning.  The  studies  also  reveal  where 
consolidations  can  be  made  to  reduce  operating  and  maintenance 
costs,  and  indicate  land  areas  and  buildings  which  can  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  other  military  departments.  Instructions  for  making  the 
studies  were  revised  in  August  1958  so  that  requirements  and  capabili¬ 
ties  are  coordinated  on  a  current  basis  within  the  long-range  military 
planning  referred  to  above.  The  studies  are  reviewed  in  the  Assistant 
Secretary’s  office  to  assure  that  no  opportunity  is  overlooked  to  make 
full  use  of  existing  facilities  and  to  close  and  dispose  of  excess  installa¬ 
tions  which  cannot  be  converted  to  other  use. 

Examples  of  results 

Following  are  some  examples  of  the  results  obtained  under  these 
procedures:  Existing  installations  will  be  used  as  support  facilities 
for  all  new  missile  projects  in  this  year’s  program;  through  transfer 
of  Parks  Air  Force  Base  to  the  Army  the  latter  Department  was 
enabled  to  excess  Camp  Stoneman  which  not  only  required  heavy 
maintenance  costs,  but  was  located  on  extremely  valuable  real  estate; 
Navy  use  of  Vincent  Air  Force  Base  eliminates  the  necessity  of  con¬ 
structing,  by  increments,  what  would  ultimately  have  become  a  new 
Naval  Ah-  Station  at  Mojave;  Campbell  Air  Force  Base,  Ky.,  is  being 
transferred  to  the  Army,  reducing  the  Army’s  requirement  for  airfield 
and  supporting  facilities  at  Fort  Campbell;  the  Naval  Industrial 
Reserve  Aircraft  Plant,  Bronx,  N.Y.,  is  being  utilized  by  the  Army 
in  lieu  of  constructing  a  new  1,400-man  Reserve  armory;  land  at 
Fort  Custer,  Mich.,  is  bing  transferred  by  the  Army  to  the  Air  Force 
to  provide  a  site  for  Capehart  housing;  the  Naval  Industrial  Reservo 
Plant,  Mineola,  N.Y.,  is  being  utilized  by  the  Navy  in  lieu  of  con¬ 
structing  new  facilities  for  the  Naval  Training  Devices  Center;  por¬ 
tions  of  Twin  Cities  Arsenal  at  New  Brighton,  Minn.,  and  the  El  wood 
Ordnance  Plant  at  Joliet,  Ill.,  are  bing  converted  from  conventional 
ammunition  manufacturing  and  loading  to  the  production  of  W'ar- 
heads  for  missiles. 

Closing  installations  and  acquiring  new  lands 

Although  each  inactive  installation  is  screened  thoroughly  as  to 
suitability  for  new  activities,  the  committee  realizes  a  certain  number 
do  not  lend  themselves  to  economic  and  efficient  conversion  and 
must  be  closed  or  excessed.  In  addition,  changing  requirements  and 
new  weapons  systems  generate  a  need  for  the  acquisition  of  additional 
real  estate  for  operations  even  though  existing  installations  are  utilized 
for  support  activities.  During  fiscal  year  1960  the  lengthening  of 
existing  runways  and  the  construction  of  missile  launching  sites  wdll 
be  the  principal  reasons  for  new  land  acquisition. 
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A  summary  of  the  real  estate  acquisitions  proposed  in  titles  I,  II, 
and  III  of  the  bill  is  shown  in  the  following  tabulation: 


Fee  acqui¬ 
sition 
(acres) 

Fee  cost 

Easement 

acquisition 

(acres) 

Easement 

cost 

Total  cost 

60.00 

$90,000 

1, 085,  ono 
598, 000 

0 

0 

$90, 000 
1,147,000 
849, 000 

1, 8S4.  31 

1, 138.  00 

704 

$62, 000 
251, 000 

Air  Force  1 _ 

598 

3, 062.  31 

1, 773, 000 

1,302 

313, 000 

2, 086, 000 

1  Lan  l  and  dollars,  in  addition  to  that  shown  above,  will  be  required  for  SAGE  and  missile  construction 
at  various  locations  where  the  exact  acreage  and  cost  have  not  yet  been  establishe  1. 


FAMILY  HOUSING 

Great  strides  have  been  made  in  the  past  3  years  in  meeting  the 
family  housing  deficit,  especially  in  the  United  States,  Territories,  and 
possessions.  Under  the  Capehart  program,  for  example,  70,046  units 
have  been  placed  under  construction  through  February  2,  1959,  and 
18,646  of  these  are  completed  and  occupied.  It  is  estimated  that  by 
June  30,  1959,  the  number  of  Capehart  units  under  construction  will 
have  risen  to  about  90,000  and  all  of  these  should  be  occupied  within 
2  years. 

To  a  degree,  therefore,  emphasis  has  shifted  from  meeting  a  known 
sizable  deficit  to  a  more  intensive  screening  of  additional  requirements. 
In  this  connection  it  might  be  well  to  summarize  briefly,  the  basic 
policy  of  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  provision  of  family 
housing: 

1.  Consideration  will  be  given  to  meeting  the  housing  require¬ 
ments  of  military  personnel  entitled  to  quarters  allowances  under 
permanent  legislation,  and  of  essential  civilian  employees. 

2.  In  programs  to  meet  housing  requirements,  existing  com¬ 
munity  support  will  be  utilized  to  the  greatest  practicable  degree. 
Government-owned  or  controlled  housing  will  be  provided  for 
personnel  required  to  reside  on-station  by  reason  of  military 
necessity,  and  for  other  personnel  for  whom  it  is  impracticable  to 
obtain  adequate  private  housing  at  reasonable  rentals  and 
locations. 

There  are  three  major  factors  which  have  a  bearing  on  formulation 
of  specific  housing  programs  in  implementation  of  this  general  policy: 

1.  The  importance  of  adequate  family  housing  for  retention  of 
highly  skilled  career  personnel. 

2.  The  possibility  of  harmful  economic  effect  on  adjacent 
communities  (which  may  have  been  supplying  private  housing), 
brought  about  by  the  sudden  impact  of  a  sizable  volume  of 
military  construction. 

3.  The  problems  in  long-range  planning  resulting  from  changes 
in  weapons  and  uncertainties  as  to  future  deployments. 

To  strike  a  balance  between  these  frequently  conflicting  consider¬ 
ations  requires  the  continuing  exercise  of  judgment  and  caution. 
The  committee  is  especially  interested  in  being  assured  that  additional 
housing  authorized  represents  an  essential  requirement  consistent 
with  long-term  troop  strengths  and  basic  missions. 


H.  Kept.  223,  86-1 
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Magnitude  of  need 

Gross  family  housing  requirements  for  the  currently  authorized 
military  strength  of  2,520,000  amount  to  859,345  for  married  male 
officers  and  upper  enlisted  grades;  bachelors,  lower  grade  enlisted 
personnel,  and  personnel  in  certain  categories  of  assignments  are 
excluded.  Including  eligible  key  civilian  personnel  and  military 
personnel  housed  by  a  service  other  than  their  own,  the  requirements 
total  877,225  units,  worldwide.  This  figure  is  higher  than  that 
reported  last  year  because  of  the  continued  rise  in  the  percentage  of 
married  personnel,  and  because  the  requirements  of  Navy  fleet 
personnel  (135,750  units)  have  been  included. 

It  will  also  be  noted  that  existing  adequate  assets  (including  fiscal 
year  1959  authorizations)  total  542,936  units  as  of  December  31,  1958. 
These  include  various  categories  of  Government-controlled  assets 
totaling  329,029  units,  and  213,907  units  of  adequate  private  housing. 
Against  the  present  gross  statistical  requirement  of  334,289  units, 
programed  construction  (proposed  fiscal  year  1960  authorizations 
plus  rehabilitation)  totals  25,718  units,  leaving  a  continued  gross 
statistical  deficit  of  308,571  units.  A  breakdown  of  these  figures  for 
the  continental  United  States,  Territories  and  possessions,  and  over¬ 
seas,  is  set  forth  in  tab  B. 

The  committee  points  out  that  the  gross  statistical  deficit  does  not 
represent  a  programing  objective.  A  large  portion  of  it  (about 
175,000  units)  represents  the  conservative  safety  factors  discussed 
below.  Some  of  it  represents  certain  foreign  areas  where  we  may 
never  plan  construction  of  family  housing,  and  still  more  represents 
community  support  which  may  be  expected  to  improve  concurrently 
with  our  own  construction  programs.  It  is  recognized  that  as  the 
approximately  70,000  military  families  move  into  the  Capehart  units 
now  under  construction,  a  corresponding  number  of  units  located  for 
the  most  part  in  the  civilian  community  will  become  available  for 
occupancy  by  either  military  or  civilian  tenants.  Because  of  these 
factors  the  departments  are  proceeding  to  meet  their  requirements  on 
the  basis  of  modest  annual  increments. 

Determination  of  requirements 

Considerable  interest  has  been  shown  by  the  Congress  and  the 
public  in  how  requirements  are  determined,  so  the  committee  wants 
to  explain  that  in  calculating  the  gross  requirements  for  a  particular 
installation,  the  servicewide  marriage  factors  for  officers  and  upper 
enlisted  grades  are  applied  to  the  projected  long-range  strengths, 
based  on  the  latest  available  forecasts  for  the  installation  and  its 
component  activities.  (The  married  percentage  factors  for  these  two 
categories,  i.e.,  officers  and  upper  enlisted  grades,  currently  are: 
Army,  84  and  21;  Navy,  75  and  35;  Air  Force,  80  and  32).  Require¬ 
ments  for  key  civilian  personnel  are  then  added  to  produce  the  overall 
gross  requirement. 

In  determining  the  size  of  a  proposed  project,  the  gross  requirements 
for  the  installation  are  then  reduced  by  all  existing  and  anticipated 
adequate  assets,  both  Government  owned  and  private.  In  addition, 
a  safety  factor  amounting  to  at  least  10  percent  (20  percent  in  foreign 
countries)  of  the  gross  requirement  is  deducted;  this  factor  is  increased 
for  nonisolated  areas.  As  a  further  precaution  against  overbuilding 
in  the  United  States,  Territories  and  possessions,  on-post  construction 
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is  limited  to  a  maximum  of  55  percent  of  gross  requirements  (75  percent 
in  isolated  areas  or  where  required  by  military  necessity).  Field 
requests  for  projects  are  carefully  scrutinized  during  the  course  of 
review,  in  order  to  insure  that  priority  is  given  to  the  more  urgently 
needed  projects.  Moreover,  large  projects  are  normally  broken  down 
into  two  or  more  increments. 

This  year's  bill 

A  summary  of  the  family  housing  authorizations  proposed  as  line 
items  in  this  year’s  bill  is  as  follows : 


Number  of 
appropriated 
fund  units 
in  bill 

Number  of 
Capehart 
units  in  bill 

Number  of 
surplus  com¬ 
modity  units 
in  bill 

Total  num¬ 
ber  of  units 
in  bill 

Army.. . 

338 

7,399 

4,322 

8,955 

557 

8,294 
4, 422 
11,137 

Navy _ _ _ _ _ 

0 

100 

Air  Force . 

135 

2,047 

Total . . . 

473 

20,676 

2,704 

23, 853 

The  461  appropriated  fund  units  consist  of  156  units  for  West  Point, 
80  units  for  Army  Nike  sites,  135  units  for  Air  Force  radar  sites,  40  in 
Alaska,  and  50  at  a  classified  Army  installation  overseas  where  it  is 
infeasible  or  impossible  to  build  under  the  Capehart  or  surplus  com¬ 
modity  programs.  The  20,676  Capehart  units  are  all  in  the  United 
States,  except  for  150  in  Puerto  Rico.  The  2,704  surplus  commodity 
uuits  are  divided  into  700  for  Army  and  Air  Force  in  France,  100  for 
Navy  in  Bermuda,  1,404  for  Air  Force  in  England,  and  500  for  Army 
and  Air  Force  at  classified  locations. 

The  Capehart  program. — As  of  February  2,  1959,  a  total  of  91,092 
units  have  been  cleared  for  development  under  the  section  803  pro¬ 
gram;  18,646  units  are  in  completed  projects,  51,400  are  under  con¬ 
tract,  and  the  balance  are  in  various  stages  of  development.  It  will 
be  noted  that  for  projects  which  have,  reached  the  contracting  stage, 
the  mortgages  average  $15,479  a  unit,  and  total  $1,084,223,384.  Of 
this  sum,  $659,993,382  (61  percent)  represents  private  commitments 
and  $424,230,002  (39  percent)  commitments  of  the  Federal  National 
Mortgage  Association. 

Last  year,  on  April  1,  1958,  Public  Law  85-364  provided  for  an 
increase  in  the  interest  ceiling  for  Capehart  mortgages  from  4  to  4%  per¬ 
cent.  Immediately  thereafter,  following  consultation  with  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Federal  Housing  Administration 
Commissioner  established  4}{  percent  as  the  current  rate.  Subse¬ 
quently,  private  mortgage  placements  moved  rapidly;  from  April 
1958  to  January  1959,  90  projects  with  31,025  units  have  been  placed 
under  contract,  with  commitments  for  private  mortgage  financing 
totaling  $491,762,000. 

U.S.  Military  Academy  family  housing 

The  committee  wishes  to  point  out  that  after  comprehensive  studies 
and  thorough  field  investigations,  the  Army  was  unable  to  develop 
the  previously  authorized  title  VIII  Capehart  family  housing  project 
within  the  monetary  limitations  of  the  Capehart  Act,  at  the  U.S. 
Military  Academy. 

In  order  to  provide  adequate  family  quarters  for  company  grade 
officers  comparable  to  housing  generally  provided  at  other  Army 
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installations,  a  total  cost  of  $5,588,000  is  required.  The  dense,  rocky, 
and  steep  terrain,  coupled  with  the  high  construction  costs  in  this 
area,  as  well  as  unusually  high  site  preparation  and  utilities  cost, 
causes  the  normal  limitations  for  the  basic  house  to  be  exceeded. 

Wherry  acquisition. — The  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has 
taken  action  to  bring  increased  uniformity  into  the  administration 
of  the  Wherry  acquisition  program  by  the  military  departments. 
Acquisitions  have  continued,  and  as  of  December  31,  1958,  had  cov¬ 
ered  over  half  the  program:  53,776  units  out  of  83,727.  These  were 
divided  as  follows: 


Army _ _ _ _ _  14,009 

Navy _  8,  387 

Air  Force.. _ _ 31,  380 


In  addition  to  the  above,  the  Army  plans  to  acquire  2,443  units 
and  the  Navy  4,152  units  prior  to  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1959,  for  a 
new  total. of.  60,371. 

Foreign  programs. — The  committee  would  like  to  review  briefly  the 
programs  for  construction  of  family  housing  in  foreign  countries. 
To  begin  with,  a  total  of  7,120  units  were  built  under  the  rental 
guarantee  program:  4,838  units  in  France,  700  units  in  Morocco, 
and  1,582  units  in  Spain,  later  transferred  to  the  surplus  commodity 
program.  The  rental  guarantee  program  provides  foreign  builders 
with  guarantees  of  95  percent  of  a  stipulated  rent  schedule  for  a 
specific  term  of  years,  as  an  inducement  to  build  and  make  available 
to  U.S.  military  families  acceptable  housing  at  acceptable  locations. 
The  guaranteed  rents  averaged  from  $105  to  $121  per  month  for 
periods  from  5  to  7  years  in  France,  and  $110  per  month  for  10  years 
in  Morocco.  Rents  are  paid  by  the  individual  occupants  from,  hous¬ 
ing  allowances  received. 

Surplus  commodity  program 

The  surplus  commodity  program,  'which  utilizes  the  foreign  currency 
proceeds  of  agricultural  commodity  sales,  has  produced  (completed 
or  under  contract)  family  housing  in  the  following  principal  countries: 
2,059  units  in  Great  Britain,  2,048  units  in  Spain,  2,258  units  in 
France,  1,313  units  in  Japan,  and  493  units  in  Italy.  Total  costs  for 
these  8,171  units  amount  to  $105.3  million. 

Rental  of  inadequate  quarters. — The  Military  Construction  Authori¬ 
zation  Act  of  1957  (sec.  407,  Public  Law  84-241,  Aug.  20,  1957), 
authorized  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  operate  inadequate  public 
quarters  on  a  rental  basis.  Pursuant  to  a  directive  issued  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  (DOD  Directive  4165.34,  July  31,  1958)  and 
an  Executive  order  (10766,  May  1,  1958)  the  military  departments 
have  reviewed  all  existing  public  quarters  to  determine  which  are 
inadequate  and  can  be  operated  as  rental  housing.  Under  this  plan, 
the  fair  market  rent  is  determined  in  accordance  with  a  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  circular,  this  amount  is  deducted  from  the  serviceman’s 
quarters  allowance,  and  the  balance  of  the  allowance  is  paid  to  him  in 
cash.  All  inadequate  quarters  must  be  brought  up  to  acceptable 
standards  or  they  must  be  demolished,  converted  to  nondwelling  use, 
or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  July  1,  1961.  It  should  be  noted  that 
Wherry  housing  cannot  be  designated  as  inadequate  under  this 
authority. 
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CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACTS  BY  BID 

Except  under  unusual  circumstances,  all  contracts  are  being  awarded 
on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  and  during  fis¬ 
cal  year  1958,  96  percent  of  all  work  placed  under  contract  was  handled 
in  this  manner.  The  committee  is  pleased  to  advise  that  every  effort 
will  be  made  to  continue  the  practice  of  advertising  for  bids  on  the  open 
market.  Reports  on  this  important  aspect  of  our  contracting  activity 
will  continue  to  be  made  to  the  committee  semiannually,  as  outlined 
by  section  405  of  this  bill,  and  by  similar  provisions  in  previous  legis¬ 
lation.  Placement  of  contracts  by  negotiation  will  be  utilized  only 
where  such  procurement  is  in  the  interest  of  national  defense. 

COMMITTEE  CHANGES  IN  THE  BILL 

H.R.  5674  is,  of  course,  a  clean  bill.  During  the  consideration  of 
the  original  bill,  H.R.  4414,  the  committee  made  some  70  amendments 
to  it.  Some  of  the  amendments  represented  a  number  of  internal 
changes  within  the  item  which  was  amended.  The  70-odd  amend¬ 
ments  made  to  the  original  bill,  therefore,  represent  only  those  changes 
which  were  obvious  on  the  face  of  the  bill  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
committee’s  deliberations. 

That  the  great  majority  of  the  changes  made  by  the  committee 
represented  the  elimination  of  items  not  deemed  absolutely  essential 
is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the  committee  reduced  the  bill  by  over 
$109  million. 

Title  IV 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

These  follow  the  pattern  established  in  prior  military  construction 
acts,  and  a  description  of  each  is  outlined  below: 

Section  401 

This  section  is  general  authorizing  language  which  has  appeared 
for  several  years  in  military  construction  bills.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  authorities  granted  may  be  exercised  without  regaid  to  certain 
sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and  two  sections  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code.  The  laws  which  will  have  no  application  to  the  con¬ 
struction  authorized  by  this  bill  are  as  follows: 

Section  3648  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  found  in  title  31,  United 
States  Code,  section  529,  provides  in  part  as  follows: 

No  advance  of  public  money  shall  be  made  in  any  case  unless 
authorized  by  the  appropriation  concerned  or  other  law. 

And  in  all  cases  of  contracts  for  the  performance  of  any  serv¬ 
ice,  or  the  delivery  of  articles  of  any  description  for  the  use 
of  the  United  States,  payment  shall  not  exceed  the  value  of 
the  service  rendered,  or  of  the  articles  delivered  previously 
to  such  payment. 

There  are  situations  in  connection  with  public-works  projects  where 
it  may  be  necessary  to  advance  money  prior  to  the  actual  receipt  of 
the  service  or  the  property  to  be  obtained.  For  example,  where 
utilities  such  as  power,  gas,  or  water  lines  are  required  to  be  installed 
and  it  is  necessary  for  a  private  utility  company  to  extend  its  lines  to 
the  military  installation,  the  military  department  ofttimes  must 
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pay  for  the  costs  of  such  extension.  These  payments  are  eventually 
recouped  by  deductions  from  the  periodic  payments  made  for  the 
service  to  the  utility  company.  However,  in  the  strict  sense,  such 
initial  payment  for  installation  costs  are  advance  payments  for  the 
service  rendered. 

Section  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  found  in  title  40,  United 
States  Code,  sections  259  and  267,  provides  as  follows: 

Sec.  259.  No  money  shall  be  paid  nor  contracts  made  for 
payment  for  any  site  for  a  public  building  in  excess  of  the 
amount  specifically  appropriated  therefor. 

Sec.  267.  No  money  shall  be  expended  upon  any  public 
building  until  after  sketch  plans  showing  the  tentative  de¬ 
sign  and  arrangement  of  such  building,  together  with  outline 
description  and  detailed  estimates  of  the  cost  thereof,  shall 
have  been  made  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
(except  when  otherwise  authorized  by  law)  and  said  sketch 
plans  and  estimates  shall  have  been  approved  by  the  head  of 
each  executive  department  who  will  have  officials  located  in 
such  building;  but  such  approval  shall  not  prevent  subsequent 
changes  in  the  design,  arrangement,  materials,  or  methods 
of  construction  or  cost  which  may  be  found  necessary  or  ad¬ 
vantageous:  Provided.,  That  no  such  changes  shall  be  made 
involving  an  expense  in  excess  of  the  limit  of  cost  fixed  or 
extended  by  Congress,  and  all  appropriations  made  for  the 
construction  of  such  building  shall  be  expended  within  the 
limit  of  cost  so  fixed  or  extended. 

In  regard  to  that  part  of  Revised  Statutes  3734  as  found  in  title  40> 
United  States  Code,  section  259,  the  committee  feels  that  the  key  to 
the  analysis  of  that  provision  are  the  words  “specifically  appropriated 
therefor.”  It  will  be  noted  that  the  bill  permits  a  5-percent  (United 
States)  and  10-percent  (overseas)  variation  for  projects  authorized 
by  the  bill  in  order  to  provide  necessary  elasticity.  It  is  entirely 
possible  that  this  elasticity  would  be  lost  were  the  construction  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

With  respect  to  the  second  part  of  Revised  Statutes  3734  found  in 
title  40,  United  States  Code,  section  267,  regarding  the  making  by 
the  General  Services  of  sketch  plans,  outline  descriptions,  and  detailed 
estimates  of  the  cost  of  any  public  building,  it  is  not  believed  that 
such  was  intended  nor  should  apply  to  the  varied  and  multitudinous 
projects  authorized  by  the  military  construction  authorization  acts. 
Such  a  requirement  would  place  a  great  administrative  burden  on  the 
General  Services  Administration  which  could  only  result  in  serious 
delay. 

Section  9774(d),  title  10,  United  States  Code — 

(d)  Except  when  built  by  members  of  the  Ah'  Force,  no 
permanent  barrack,  quarters,  building,  or  other  permanent 
structure  may  be  built  unless  a  detailed  estimate  of  its  cost 
has  been  submitted  to  Congress  and  a  specific  appropria¬ 
tion  has  been  made  therefor.  No  one  may  build  such  a 
structure  without  specific  authority  of  Congress  if  the  cost 
is  more  than  $100,000. 
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It  is  pointed  out  that  detailed  estimates  of  cost  are  not  available  in 
many  cases  until  the  project  has  been  authorized  by  Congress  and  an 
architect  and  engineering  contract  has  been  let  and  performed. 

It  will  be  noted  also  that  the  authority  granted  by  this  section  may 
be  exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of 
the  Revised  Statutes.  This  provision  of  law  provides  in  pertinent 
part  as  follows: 

Section  355,  Revised  Statutes — 

No  public  money  shall  be  expended  upon  any  site  or  land 
purchased  by  the  United  States  for  the  purposes  of  erecting 
thereon  any  armory,  arsenal,  fort,  fortification,  navy  yard, 
customhouse,  lighthouse,  or  other  public  building  of  any  kind 
whatever,  until  the  written  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General 
shall  be  had  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  title  *  *  *. 

It  shoidd  be  clearly  understood  that  the  exception  from  the  require¬ 
ment  that  title  to  land  be  approved  by  the  Attorney  General  prior  to 
the  exercise  of  the  authorities  granted  in  this  bill  does  not  mean  that 
the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  will  not  be  obtained.  It  means 
merely  that  urgent  construction  can  proceed  prior  to  the  rendering 
of  such  an  opinion  by  him. 

Sections  402  and  403 

These  sections  relate  merely  to  totals  in  the  bill  and  percentage 
variations  allowable  in  the  cost  of  projects  and  repeat  similar  provi¬ 
sions  in  prior  laws. 

Section  404 

Section  404  provides  that  whenever  the  President  determines  that 
compliance  with  section  2313(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  would 
interfere  with  the  authorizations  granted  for  construction  in  foreign 
countries,  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller  General 
have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  for  auditing  contracts  for  this 
construction,  the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the 
requirements  of  that  section.  The  provision  of  law  referred  to  is  as 
follows : 

Section  2313(b),  Title  10,  United  States  Code 

(b)  Each  contract  negotiated  under  this  chapter  shall  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  Comptroller  General  and  his  representatives 
are  entitled,  until  the  expiration  of  3  years  after  final  pay¬ 
ment,  to  examine  any  books,  documents,  papers,  or  records 
of  the  contractor,  or  any  of  his  subcontractors,  that  directly 
pertain  to,  and  involve  transactions  relating  to,  the  contract 
or  subcontract. 

Section  405 

This  section  relates  to  the  awarding  of  contracts  on  a  competitive 
basis,  and  to  the  requirement  that  the  military  department  shall 
report  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  contracts  awarded  on  other 
than  a  competitive  basis.  The  law  referred  to  is  the  Armed  Services 
Procurement  Act. 

This  section  was  amended  by  the  committee  to  provide,  in  effect, 
that  except  under  unusual  conditions,  contracts  for  construction  made 
by  the  United  States  for  performance  within  the  United  States  under 
this  act  shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of 


40 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  or  the  Navy  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
Docks. 

Section  406 

This  section  continues  in  effect  the  established  policy  of  repealing 
longstanding  military  construction  authorizations  that  have  not  been 
used  by  the  military  departments.  As  a  result,  after  July  1,  1960, 
only  those  authorizations,  with  certain  specified  exceptions,  which  are 
contained  in  public  laws  enacted  subsequent  to  August  31,  1957,  would 
continue  to  be  available.  Under  this  section,  unused  authorization 
that  has  been  in  effect  3  years  will  be  automatically  rescinded. 

Section  407 

Section  407  would  extend  tlmough  fiscal  year  1962,  an  increase  from 
5,000  units  to  7,500  units,  the  leasing  authority  for  housing  at  tactical 
installations  now  contained  in  section  515  of  Public  Law  161,  84th 
Congress,  as  amended  by  section  509  of  Public  Law  85-685.  This  will 
permit  Nike  and  other  tactical  site  housing  requirements  to  be  met 
by  utilizing  existing  private  housing  to  the  greatest  possible  extent,  { 
thereby  reducing  the  necessity  for  construction  of  military  quarters. 

Section  408 

Section  408  corresponds  to  section  512  of  Public  Law  85-685,  and 
would  amend  section  406  of  Public  Law  85-241  so  as  to  exempt  one 
additional  category  of  family  housing — i.e.,  rental  guarantee  housing — 
from  the  present  requirement  for  inclusion  in  the  annual  Military 
Construction  Authorization  Act.  The  reason  for  this  additional 
exemption  is  that  rental  guarantee  housing  is,  in  reality,  not  military 
construction.  Rental  guarantee  projects  are  constructed  with  foreign 
capital  and  are  maintained  and  operated  by  foreign  owners.  Our 
interest  in  them  is  simply  the  guarantee  of  a  certain  level  of  rental 
income  for  a  limited  period  of  time,  in  order  to  encourage  the  foreign 
investors  to  construct  the  housing  and  to  reserve  the  houses  for 
U.S.  personnel.  The  rental  guarantee  program  is  now  planned  for 
use  only  in  areas  where  it  is  infeasible  to  build  family  housing  projects 
with  foreign  currencies  generated  by  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities.  Because  of  the  many  complexities  involved  in  both 
programs,  it  is  not  possible  to  anticipate  where  the  latter  might  fail 
and  the  former  succeed;  but  a  degree  of  administrative  flexibility  is  | 
necessary  in  the  development  of  programs  in  foreign  countries.  It 
should  be  noted  that  rental  guarantee  projects  customarily  are  cleared 
with  the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services  Committees  in  advance. 

Section  409 

This  section  amends  the  limitations  on  net  floor  areas  of  military 
family  housing,  contained  in  title  fO,  United  States  Code,  to  provide 
that  not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  units  built  for  company  grade 
officers  may  be  four  bedroom  units  and  may  exceed  present  floor  area 
limitations  (1,250  square  feet)  by  150  square  feet.  This  is  necessary 
because  families  which  are  large  enough  to  require  four  bedrooms 
also  require  additional  space  in  the  living,  dining  and  cooking  areas. 

Section  410  v 

This  section  provides  that  housing  authorized  to  be  built  in  foreign 
countries  with  appropriated  funds  under  Public  Law  85-685,  or  this 
act,  may  be  built  under  the  surplus  commodity  program  with  foreign 
currencies  generated  by  the  sale  of  surplus  commodities. 
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Section  41 1 

Section  411  corresponds  to  section  514  of  Public  Law  85-685,  and 
prescribes  the  customary  cost  limitations  on  certain  common  and 
repetitive  categories  of  construction. 

Section  4 12 

Section  412  amends  Public  Law  85-365  so  as  to  increase  from 
$500,000  to  $900,000  the  authorization  for  activities  which  the  Armed 
Forces  are  providing  in  support  of  the  Olympic  winter  games. 

Section  IflS 

This  section  corresponds  to  section  515  of  Public  Law  85-685,  and 
is  required  to  differentiate  between  the  Military  Construction  Act 
and  the  Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act,  which  is  included  under  title  V 
of  this  bill. 

Title  V — Reserve  Forces  Facilities 

Title  V  of  the  proposed  legislation  would  provide  specific  line-item 
project  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1960  for  each  of  the  Reserve 
components:  Army  Reserve,  Army  National  Guard,  Naval  and 
Marine  Corps  Reserves,  Air  Force  Reserve  and  Air  National  Guard. 
In  addition,  the  proposed  legislation  provides  for  the  correction  of 
deficiencies  in  cost  estimates  for  several  items  authorized  by  the 
Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1958  (title  VI  of  Public  Law  85-685) 
and  for  the  rescission  of  certain  authorizations  granted  in  that  same 
act  for  locations  which  since  have  been  deleted  from  the  programs  of 
the  respective  Reserve  components.  The  authorizations  contained 
in  the  proposed  legislation,  and,  in  fact,  the  administration  of  whole 
broad  facilities  program  for  all  of  the  Reserve  components,  are  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  as 
amended,  which  consitute  the  codified  version  of  the  permanent 
provisions  of  the  original  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950 
(Public  Law  783,  81st  Cong.)  which  initiated  this  comprehensive 
federally  supported  facilities  program  for  all  of  the  Reserve  components 
and  placed  responsibility  for  its  direction  and  control  in  the  Secretary 
of  Defense.  The  committee  is  satisfied  that  the  program  is  being 
capably  administered  and  that  the  requested  authorizations  contained 
in  the  proposed  legislation  represent  well  justified  and  carefully 
screened  requirements  for  the  respective  components. 

The  total  amount  recommended  by  the  committee  for  Reserve 
forces  construction  is  $57,128,000  for  new  projects;  correction  of 
deficiencies  in  estimated  costs  of  projects  authorized  in  the  Reserve 
Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1958  results  in  a  total  increase  of  $560,000, 
which  is  more  than  balanced  by  the  rescission  of  items  totaling 
$2,022,000,  for  a  net  decrease  of  $1,462,000  in  last  year’s  authoriza¬ 
tion. 
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The  following  summary  gives  a  concise  view  of  the  status  of  author¬ 
izations  which  would  obtain  upon  enactment  of  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion: 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Army 

Naval  and 

Air  Force 

Reserve 

National 

Guard 

Marine 
Corps  Re¬ 
serves 

Reserve 

Air  Na¬ 
tional 
Guard 

Total 

Carryover  authorization  into  fis¬ 
cal  year  1959. _  . 

28.0 

16.  5 

11  5 

4.0 

o 

60.0 

Authorization  in  Public  Law  85- 
685  . . 

5.0 

23  3 

11  9 

5  1 

12  0 

57.3 

Less  appropriations  through  fiscal 
year  1959 _ . 

-29.0 

-21.8 

-20.4 

-8.5 

-9.6 

-89.3 

Residual  authorization  to  be 
available  at  end  of  fiscal 
year!959 _ 

4.0 

18.0 

3.0 

.6 

2.4 

28.0 

New  authorization  proposed  by 
fiscal  year  1960  bill.. 

20.7 

8.  5 

8.3 

4. 1 

15.5 

57. 1 

Increases  in  prior-year  authoriza¬ 
tion  proposed  by  fiscal  year  1960 
bill. .  _ . 

.  1 

0 

o 

o 

.5 

.6 

Rescission  of  prior-year  authoriza¬ 
tion  proposed  by  fiscal  vear  1960 
bili _ 

0 

—0.  7 

-1.3 

0 

0 

-2.0 

Less  proposed  fiscal  year  1960  ap¬ 
propriation. .  .. 

-20.0 

-11.0 

-9.0 

-4.0 

-17.0 

-61.0 

Residual  authorization  to  be 
available  at  end  of  fiscal 
year  1960  . 

4.8 

14.8 

1.0 

.7 

1.4 

21.7 

_ 

This  tabulation  indicates  that  the  amount  of  residual  authorization 
is  being  held  well  within  reasonable  limits,  except  in  the  case  of  the 
Army  National  Guard,  the  reason  for  which  is  indicated  below. 

Army  Reserve  j or ces. — The  committee  is  aware  that  both  the  Army 
Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard  are  undergoing  a  major  reorgani¬ 
zation  in  order  to  aline  their  troop  structures  with  the  revised  organi¬ 
zational  structure  of  the  Active  Army.  Extensive  studies  are  being 
made  within  the  Department  of  Defense,  concurrently  as  the  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  are  progressing,  to  reassess  the  overall  facilities  require¬ 
ments  of  these  components,  and  every  effort  is  being  exerted  to  keep 
the  construction  programs  correlated  with  the  changes  in  the  compo¬ 
sition  of  the  components. 

For  the  Army  Reserve,  new  project  authorization  proposed  for  fiscal 
year  1960  totals  $20,748,000,  and  comprises  62  new  Army  Reserve 
centers  and  approximately  75  projects  of  the  nature  of  additions  to 
present  centers. 

For  the  Army  National  Guard,  the  proposed  fiscal  year  1960  new 
project  authorization  totals  $8,451,000,  and  47  new  armories,  13 
projects  for  conversion  of  present  armories,  and  5  nonarmory  projects 
which  are  maintenance  and  supply-administrative  facilities. 

The  major  portion  of  the  new  authorization  proposed  for  both  Army 
Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard  consists  of  projects  which  originally 
were  contained  in  the  so-called  carryover  of  consultation-type  author¬ 
ization,  and  were  listed  in  the  data  furnished  to  the  Armed  Services 
Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate  in  June  1958.  At  that  time  it 
was  pointed  out  that,  for  reasons  of  needed  flexibility  in  the  Army 
programs,  the  lists  of  projects  totaled  up  to  more  than  the  appropria¬ 
tions  available,  and  that  only  those  projects  which  could  be  constructed 
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within  the  limits  of  the  available  funds  actually  constituted  carryover 
authorization,  as  subsequently  provided  in  section  604  of  Public  Law 
85-685.  This  facet  is  pointed  out  since,  without  a  clear  recollection 
of  the  elfect  of  the  law  relative  to  the  carryover,  it  might  appear  that 
duplication  of  project  authorization  is  being  granted  this  year.  These 
unfundable  residual  items  of  the  carryover  list  generally  were  of  higher 
priority  than  were  the  projects  written  into  the  Reserve  Forces 
Facilities  Act  of  1958  by  the  Congress,  and  therefore  are  proposed 
for  authorization  as  line  items  in  this  year's  bill.  This  also  accounts 
for  the  substantial  amount  of  residual  authorization  shown  for  the 
Army  National  Guard  in  the  foregoing  tabulation. 

Navai  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves. — Nearly  half  of  the  $8.3  million 
of  new  project  authorization  proposed  for  these  Reserve  components  is 
for  essential  additional  facilities  at  established  Naval  Air  Reserve 
installations.  The  remainder  is  divided  almost  evenly  between  the 
Naval  Surface  Reserve  and  the  JVlarine  Corps  Reserve. 

Air  Force  Reserve  components . — The  relatively  small  amount  of  new 
project  authorization  proposed  for  the  Air  Force  Reserve  $4,093,000, 
reflects  the  substantial  fulfillment  of  the  most  urgent  requirements  for 
this  component,  and  consists  of  a  variety  of  operational  and  support 
facilities  at  eight  locations,  four  of  which  are  municipal  airports  and 
the  remainder  jointly  utilized  military  airfields. 

For  the  Air  National  Guard,  the  proposed  new  project  authorization 
totals  $15,536,000  and  consists  of  high-priority  requirements  for  the 
operation  and  support  of  the  Air  National  Guard  aircraft  at  20  loca¬ 
tions,  3  aircraft  control  and  warning  facilities,  2  of  which  are  located 
in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  and  site  preparation  for  one  new  airfield. 
Of  the  20  flying  installations,  16  are  at  civil  airports  and  4  at  jointly 
utilized  military  airfields. 

Navy  ( aviation ,  surface,  Marine  Corps) 

From  its  inception  through  fiscal  year  1958,  $70.3  million  have  been 
obligated  in  this  program.  An  additional  $4  million  plus  have  been 
obligated  this  fiscal  year  with  the  expectation  that  $11  million  more 
(a  fiscal  year  total  of  $15  million)  will  be  obligated  by  June  30,  1959, 
making  a  grand  total  of  about  $86  million  by  that  date. 

This  effort  has  gone  to  provide  modern  aviation  operational  facilities 
to  accommodate  aircraft  which  in  many  cases  are  comparable  to  those 
in  the  fleets,  up-to-date  training  centers  in  limited  numbers  and,  this 
year,  a  few  berthing  facilities  for  ships  of  the  Selected  Reserve. 
However,  most  of  the  facilities  now  in  use  were  acquired  from  World 
War  II  surplus  installations.  As  a  result,  an  increasingly  large 
amount  of  modernization  or  replacement  will  be  required  as  time  goes 
on. 

The  overall  program  supported  by  these  facilities  is  composed  of 
three  activities: 

(a)  The  Naval  Reserve  aviation  program,  which  also  supports 
Marine  Corps  Reserve  aviation,  in  fiscal  year  1960  will  be  made  up  of 
18  installations.  Five  of  these  are  Naval  Air  Reserve  training  units 
situated  on  Regular  air  stations  and  the  remainder  are  Reserve  air 
stations.  Minimum  replacement  of  deteriorated  buildings,  plus 
modernization  of  other  buildings  and  operations  facilities,  will  be 
required  in  the  future. 

( b )  The  Naval  Reserve  surface  program  consists  of  319  training 
centers  and  facilities,  and  160  electronics  facilities  and  stations. 
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Modernization  or  replacement  of  most  of  these  will  ultimately  be 
required.  For  example,  80  percent  of  the  training  centers  are  tempo¬ 
rary  wooden,  quonset,  or  Butler-hut  construction.  In  addition, 
berthing  facilities  for  Selected  Reserve  ships  are  needed  in  some 
locations. 

( c )  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve  ground  program  consists  of  228 
training  centers,  159  of  which  are  combined  with  the  Naval  Reserve 
training  centers  mentioned  above.  Replacement  or  modernization  of 
most  of  these  will  be  required. 

PROGRESS  OF  THE  PROGRAM  TO  DATE 

Army  Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard 

Since  1951,  the  Army  has  had  appropriated  to  it  $251  million,  of 
which  $144.5  million  represents  contributions  made,  or  to  be  made,  to 
the  States  for  the  National  Guard  armory  and  nonarmory  programs 
and  $106.4  million  represents  facilities  for  the  Army  Reserve. 

In  the  National  Guard  armory  program  916  of  the  1,890  armories 
constructed  by  the  States  without  Federal  assistance  represent  ade¬ 
quate  facilities  for  continued  use,  against  a  total  requirement  of  2,250 
armories  as  estimated  by  the  Department  of  the  Army;  the  States  and 
the  National  Guard  Bureau,  however,  estimate  total  requirements  as 
2,780  armories.  These  estimates  remain  to  be  reconciled  upon  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  new  troop  unit  program  under  the  Pentomic  division 
organizational  structure,  and  the  revised  plan  of  distribution  of  these 
units  throughout  the  States.  A  total  of  1,211  armories  have  been 
constructed,  are  under  construction,  or  are  funded  within  $130  million 
of  the  total  appropriations  heretofore  made  available  for  the  National 
Guard.  Thus  the  remaining  requirement  for  National  Guard  ar¬ 
mories  will  range  between  123  and  653  upon  completion  of  the  revised 
troop  unit  program  by  the  Department  of  the  Arrny .  Approximately 
$22  million  of  the  total  appropriations  heretofore  made  available  for 
the  National  Guard  represent  nonarmory  facilities  (maintenance 
shops,  supply  and  administrative  facilities)  which  have  been  con¬ 
structed,  are  under  construction,  or  are  programed  for  early  initiation. 

In  the  Army  Reserve  center  program  458  of  the  1,617  facilities  ac¬ 
quired  by  lease  or  donation,  and  now  in  use,  represent  facilities  ade¬ 
quate  for  continued  use,  against  an  estimated  total  requirement  of 
1,800  centers.  A  total  of  445  centers  have  been  constructed,  are 
under  construction,  or  are  funded  within  the  $106.4  million  appropria¬ 
tions  heretofore  made  available  for  Arnvy  Reserve  construction.  Thus 
the  remaining  requirement  for  Army  Reserve  centers  is  estimated  at 
897  centers,  representing  a  future  authorization  and  funding  require¬ 
ment  of  $234  million.  The  requirement,  also,  may  be  subject  to  re¬ 
vision  upon  completion  of  the  new  troop  unit  program  under  the 
Pentomic  division  organizational  structure,  and  the  revised  plan  of 
distribution  of  these  Army  Reserve  units  throughout  the  States. 

Air  Force 

The  established  mobilization  requirement  of  the  Air  Reserve  Forces 
is  39  combat  flying  wings;  24  of  these  wings,  consisting  of  82  combat 
squadrons  of  the  fighter  and  tactical  reconnaissance  types,  make  up 
the  tactical  force  of  the  Air  National  Guard  and  there  are  15  medium 
troop  carrier  wings  of  45  tactical  squadrons  and  5  air  rescue  squadrons 
in  the  Air  Force  Reserve. 
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In  addition,  there  are  158  support-type  units  of  the  Air  Reserve 
and  Ah-  National  Guard  which  have  been  programed  to  meet  specific 
mobilization  requirements  in  the  fields  of  communications,  weather, 
air  resupply,  air  evacuation,  terminal  operations,  and  hospital-type 
units. 

The  Air  National  Guard  operates  94  flying  bases  and  41  nonflying 
bases.  Construction  plans  for  fiscal  year  1960  and  future  years  do 
not  contemplate  establishing  any  new  bases  except  Bethel,  Minn., 
under  present  programs,  missions,  and  aircraft  assignment.  Certain 
construction  is  necessary  to  complete  some  of  the  newer  facilities;  to 
replace  World  War  II  temporary  construction;  to  expand  facilities, 
particularly  runways,  taxiways,  and  aprons  to  accommodate  higher 
performance  aircraft  being  received;  and  to  complete  the  program  of 
providing  engine  buildup  shops  and  rocket  storage  buildings,  which 
only  recently  became  a  requirement  of  the  program  as  advanced 
model  jet  aircraft  are  received.  To  summarize,  the  conversion  of  a 
World  War  II  temporary  base  structure  to  a  modernized  plant  capable 
of  operating  Century  series  jets  will,  over  a  period  of  15  years,  require 
about  $276.5  million  of  construction  of  which  $224.3  million  is  expected 
to  be  obligated  through  fiscal  year  1960  leaving  a  balance  of  $52.2 
million  for  future  years. 

For  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  $77.2  million  have  been  funded  under 
the  authorization  provided  through  fiscal  year  1959.  The  facilities 
provided  through  the  expenditure  of  these  funds  has  contributed 
immeasurably  to  the  attainment  of  the  high  degree  of  combat  capa¬ 
bility  which  exists  in  the  Reserve  troop-carrier  units  today.  Of  the 
36  flying  bases  required  to  support  flying  units,  35  are  now  in  operation 
with  a  good  percentage  of  the  operational  facilities  required  having 
been  provided.  The  remaining  base  required  is  now  under  construc¬ 
tion  and  will  be  completed  during  fiscal  year  1959.  To  round  out  all 
facilities  needed  at  the  flying  bases  of  the  Air  Force  Reserve  will 
require  approximately  $26  million  after  fiscal  year  1960. 

Title  V- — -Sectional  Analysis 

Section  501(1-3 )  provides  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  subject  to  the 
general  provisions  of  law  governing  the  construction  of  facilities  for 
Reserve  components  as  contained  in  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  with  the  authority  to  establish  or  develop  facilities  for 
the  several  Reserve  components  at  the  locations  identified  in  the 
section  in  accordance  with  the  expenditure  limitation  allocated  to 
each  project. 

Section  501(4 )  provides  the  Secretary  of  Defense  with  emergency 
authority  to  initiate  a  new  project  or  projects  for  construction  or 
development  of  Reserve  facilities  made  necessary  by  changes  in  the 
assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment  to  Reserve  Forces  units  if  the 
Secretary  or  his  designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  interests  of  national  security  and 
providing  that  the  Secretary  or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  of  his  decision  to  proceed  under  this  emer¬ 
gency  authority  together  with  information  as  to  the  nature  and 
estimated  cost  of  such  project.  This  section  also  waives,  in  the  case 
of  these  emergency  projects,  certain  statutory  requirements  which 
ordinarily  apply  in  the  case  of  development  of  Reserve  facilities. 
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Section  502  amends  Public  Law  85-685  (the  Military  Construction 
Act  of  1958)  to  increase,  decrease,  delete,  or  change  certain  author¬ 
izations  previously  provided  for  the  construction  of  Reserve  facilities. 

Section  503  is  identical  in  purpose  to  section  401  of  this  bill,  which 
provides  a  general  waiver  of  the  prohibition  against  advance  payments 
in  the  case  of  military  construction.  This  section  would,  therefore, 
similarly  provide  a  waiver  in  respect  to  these  requirements  in  con¬ 
nection  with  Reserve  facilities. 

Section  504  is  a  general  provision  which  provides  that  appropriations 
for  the  projects  authorized  in  section  501  for  the  respective  Reserve 
components  may  not  exceed  the  total  of  the  dollar  amounts  authorized 
for  all  of  the  individual  projects. 

Section  505  provides  that,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  cost  of  individual  projects  may  be  increased  as  much  as 
15  percent.  However,  the  total  cost  of  all  Reserve  facilities  authorized 
by  the  bill  cannot  exceed  the  total  dollar  amounts  specified  in  section 
504.  ,  /  f 

Section  506  provides  that  title  V  shall  be  known  as  the  Reserve 
Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1959. 

Title  VI 

The  Army  obtained  approximately  4.5  acres  of  land  by  transfer 
from  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  Santa  Cruz,  Calif.,  in  January  1959.  This 
site,  known  as  Lighthouse  Point  site,  was  selected  as  a  site  for  an 
approved  Army  Reserve  center.  Plans  and  designs  were  underway  to 
construct  the  one-unit  (modified),  100-man  Army  Reserve  center  at 
this  location  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $164,000.  The  Army  planned  to 
advertise  the  project  in  April  or  May  of  1959  as  part  of  the  fiscal  year 
1959  execution  program.  However,  the  city  officials  of  Santa  Cruz 
requested  the  Army  not  to  build  on  the  site  as  the  city  had  other 
plans  for  the  use  of  not  only  that  site  but  the  surrounding  area. 

Alternate  sites  were  offered  by  the  city  for  the  location  of  the  Army 
Reserve  center.  Army  representatives  inspected  alternate  sites  in 
Santa  Cruz  in  late  January  1959  and  determined  that  an  alternate  site, 
known  as  the  airport  site,  containing  approximately  4  acres,  appeared 
to  be  adequate  for  the  location  of  the  center.  The  city  of  Santa  Cruz 
offered  to  exchange  the  city-owned  airport  site  for  the  Government- 
owned  Lighthouse  Point  site  and  offered  to  pay  the  difference  in  fair 
market  value.  The  city  also  offered  to  extend  water  and  sewerage 
facilities  to  the  airport  site  at  no  expense  to  the  Government  and  make 
available  to  the  Army  any  fill  materials  necessary  for  the  preparation 
of  the  airport  site. 

Since  there  was  no  statutory  authority  to  exchange  the  lands  be¬ 
tween  the  Army  and  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  the  requisite  authority 
has  been  inserted  as  title  VI  in  the  bill. 

The  committee  wishes  to  point  out  that  the  interests  of  the  United 
States  are  well  protected  in  this  exchange  of  lands  in  that  the  city  of 
Santa  Cruz  must  pay  to  the  United  States  the  sum  of  money  which 
represents,'  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  aggregate 
of  (1)  the  amount  by  which  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  to  be 
conveyed  by  the  United  States  exceeds  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
land  to  be  received  by  the  United  States;  (2)  the  amount  heretofore 
expended  by  the  Army  in  connection  with  the  proposed  construction 
of  the  Reserve  center  at  Lighthouse  Point;  and  (3)  the  amount  by 
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which  the  costs  for  providing  adequate  foundations,  sewer  and  water 
facilities,  and  site  preparation  for  the  Reserve  center  at  the  new  site 
exceeds  the  estimated  cost  for  these  facilities. 

FISCAL  DATA 

Enactment  into  law  of  this  proposed  legislation  will  involve  the 
expenditure  of  $1,251,907,000.  Of  this  amount,  $57,688,000  repre¬ 
sents  Reserve  components  construction. 

DEPARTMENTAL  DATA 

This  measure  is  part  of  the  legislative  program  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  fiscal  year  1960  and  has  been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  in  its  original  form  as  is  evidenced  by  letter  dated  February 
10,  1959,  from  Secretary  of  Defense  Neil  McElroy  which  is  set  out 
below  and  made  a  part  of  this  report. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington,  February  10,  1959. 

Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  forwarded  herewith  a  draft  of  legis¬ 
lation  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

This  proposed  legislation  is  a  part  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
legislative  program  for  1959,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises 
that  there  is  no  objection  to  its  presentation  to  the  Congress.  The 
Department  of  Defense  recommends  that  it  be  enacted. 

This  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  additional  military  con¬ 
struction  that  is  urgently  needed  by  the  Department  of  Defense  at 
this  time,  and  would  provide  additional  authority  to  cover  deficiencies 
in  prior  construction  authorizations.  The  appropriation  of  money 
required  for  construction  is  provided  for  in  the  budget  of  the  U.S. 
Government  for  the  fiscal  year  1960. 

This  legislation  consists  of  titles  I,  II,  and  III  covering  authorization 
required  for  the  active  forces  of  the  Departments  of  the  Army,  Navy, 
and  Air  Force;  title  IV  covering  general  provisions  relating  to  the 
foregoing  titles;  and  title  V  covering  authorization  required  for  the 
respective  Reserve  Components. 

For  the  active  forces,  this  proposal  would  authorize  new  construc¬ 
tion  totaling  $1,299,297,000  of  which  $231,252,000  is  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army;  $195,284,000  is  for  the  Department  of  the  Navy; 
and  $872,761,000  is  for  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force.  This  pro¬ 
posal  would  also  provide  additional  monetary  authority  to  correct 
deficiencies  in  authorization  for  projects  authorized  under  previous 
laws  totaling  $4,379,000  of  which  $1,186,000  is  for  the  Army;  $850,000 
is  for  the  Navy;  and  $2,343,000  is  for  the  Air  Force.  Therefore,  the 
total  in  this  proposed  legislation  of  new  authorization  plus  additional 
monetary  authority  for  projects  previously  authorized  amounts  to 
$1,303,676,000  for  the  Active  Forces. 

This  proposal  would  also  repeal  as  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations, 
with  certain  exceptions,  for  military  construction  for  the  Active  Forces 
that  are  contained  in  laws  enacted  prior  to  August  31,  1957.  This 
repeal  will  continue  in  effect  the  policy  established  in  the  fiscal  year 
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1956  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act  (Public  Law  161,  84th 
Congress)  of  repealing  longstanding  authority  that  has  not  been 
exercised  by  the  military  departments.  It  is  believed  that  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  this  policy  will  result  in  a  construction  program  which 
will  reflect  more  accurately  the  current  needs  of  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

For  the  Reserve  components,  the  proposal  would  authorize  con¬ 
struction  totaling  $56,993,000  of  which  $20,748,000  is  for  the  Army 
Reserve;  $8,316,000  is  for  the  Army  National  Guard;  $8,300,000  is 
for  the  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves;  $4,093,000  is  for  the  Air 
Force  Reserve;  and  $15,536,000  is  for  the  Air  National  Guard.  It 
would  also  provide  additional  monetary  authority  to  correct  defi¬ 
ciencies  in  authorization  for  certain  projects  contained  in  Public  Law 
85-685  totaling  $560,000  of  which  $470,000  is  for  the  Air  National 
Guard  and  $90,000  is  for  the  Army  Reserve.  Therefore,  the  total  of 
new  authorization  plus  additional  monetary  authority  for  projects 
previously  authorized  amounts  to  $57,553,000  for  the  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents.  This  proposed  legislation  also  provides  for  the  rescission  of 
authorization  contained  in  Public  Law  85-685  for  certain  installations 
which  are  no  longer  required. 

Accordingly,  the  total  authorization  requested  in  this  legislation  for 
both  the  Active  Forces  and  the  Reserve  components  amounts  to 
$1,361,229,000. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Neil  McElroy. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  there  is  herewith  printed  in  parallel  columns  the 
text  of  provisions  of  existing  law  which  would  be  repealed  or  amended 
by  the  various  provisions  of  the  bill. 


existing  law 

The  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 

Stat.  636)  (Public  Law  85-685) 

(Sec.  103:) 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  Army  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary 
by  changes  in  Army  missions,  new 
weapons  developments,  new  and 
unforeseen  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  requirements,  or  improved 
production  schedules,  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for 
inclusion  in  the  next  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  Act  would 
be  inconsistent  with  interests  of 
national  security,  and  in  connec- 
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(Sec.  103(b):) 

Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August 
20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  638)  is 
hereby  repealed  except  for  those 
public  works  projects  thereunder 
concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives 
have  been  notified  prior  to  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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tion  therewith  to  acquire,  con¬ 
struct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or 
install  permanent  or  temporary 
public  works,  including  land  ac¬ 
quisition,  site  preparation,  ap¬ 
purtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of 
$17,500,000:  Provided ,  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his 
designee,  shall  notify  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 
final  decision  to  implement,  of  the 
cost  of  construction  of  any  public 
work  undertaken  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto. 

The  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636) 

(Public  Law  85-685) 


(Sec.  203:)  (Sec.  203(b) :) 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August 
establish  or  develop  naval  installa-  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  646)  is  here- 
tions  and  facilities  by  proceeding  by  repealed  except  for  those  pub- 
with  construction  made  necessary  lie  works  projects  thereunder  con- 
by  changes  in  Navy  missions,  new  cerning  which  the  Committees  on 
weapons  developments,  new  and  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and 
unforeseen  research  and  develop-  House  of  Representatives  have 
ment  requirements,  or  improved  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of 
production  schedules,  if  the  Secre-  enactment  of  this  Act. 
tary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for 
inclusion  in  the  next  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  Act  would 
be  inconsistent  with  interests  of 
national  security,  and  in  connec¬ 
tion  therewith  to  acquire,  con¬ 
struct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or 
install  permanent  or  temporary 
public  works,  including  land  ac¬ 
quisition,  site  preparation,  appur¬ 
tenances,  utilities,  and  equipment, 
in  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000: 

Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall 
notify  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and -House 
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of  Representatives  immediately 
upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section, 
including  those  real  estate  actions 
pertaining  thereto. 

The  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636)  (Public  Law  85-685) 

(Sec.  303:) 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  Air 
Force  installations  and  facilities 
by  proceeding  with  construction 
made  necessary  by  changes  in 
Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons 
developments,  new  and  unfore¬ 
seen  research  and  development 
requirements,  or  improved  pro¬ 
duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  determines  that  defer¬ 
ral  of  such  construction  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act 
would  be  inconsistent  with  in¬ 
terests  of  national  security,  and  in 
connection  therewith  to  acquire, 
construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or 
install  permanent  or  temporary 
public  works,  including  land  ac¬ 
quisition,  site  preparation,  ap¬ 
purtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of 
$17,500,000:  Provided,  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his 
designee,  shall  notify  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  imnlement,  of 
the  cost  of  construction  of  any 
public  work  undertaken  under 
this  section,  including  those  real 
estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

The  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636)  (Public  Law  85-685) 

(Sec.  507:) 

As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  author¬ 
ization  for  military  public  works 
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(Sec.  303(b):) 

Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August 
20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  655)  is 
hereby  repealed  except  for  those 
public  works  projects  thereunder 
concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives 
have  been  notified  prior  to  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 


(Sec.,  406:) 

As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  author¬ 
izations  for  military  public  works 
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to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secre-  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  a  military  department  in  tary  of  a  military  department  in 
connection  with  the  establishment  connection  with  the  establishment 
or  development  of  military  in-  or  development  of  military  in¬ 
stallations  and  facilities,  and  all  stallations  and  facilities,  and  all 
authorizations  for  appropriations  authorizations  for  appropriations 
therefor,  that  are  contained  in  therefor,  that  are  contained  in 
Acts  approved  before  August  4,  Acts  approved  before  August  31, 
1956,  and  not  superseded  or  other-  1957,  and  not  superseded  or  other¬ 
wise  modified  by  a  later  author-  wise  modified  by  a  later  author¬ 
ization  are  repealed,  except —  ization  are  repealed,  except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public  (1)  authorizations  for  public 


works  and  for  appropriations 
therefor  that  are  set  forth  in 
those  Acts  in  the  titles  that 
contain  the  general  provisions ; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  pub¬ 
lic  works  projects  as  to  which 
appropriated  funds  have  been 
obligated  for  construction  con¬ 
tracts  or  land  acquisitions  in 
whole  or  in  part  before  July  1, 
1959,  and  authorizations  for 
appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the 
rental  guaranty  for  family  hous¬ 
ing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  section 
302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622); 

(4)  the  authorizations  for 
public  works  and  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  that  are  contained 
in  sections  2231-2238  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  amended 
(50  U.S.C.  882,  883,  885,  886)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  the 
development  of  the  Line  of 
Communications,  France,  in  the 
amount  of  $30,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66 
Stat.  606,  609); 

(6)  the  authorization  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  classified  facilities 
in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that 
is  contained  in  title  I,  section 
102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28, 
1951  (65  Stat.  336,  343); 

(7)  the  authorization  for  pub- 


works  and  for  appropriations 
therefor  that  are  set  forth  in 
those  Acts  in  the  titles  that 
contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  pub¬ 
lic  works  projects  to  which 
appropriated  funds  have  been 
obligated  for  construction  con¬ 
tracts  or  land  acquisitions  in 
whole  or  in  part  before  July  1, 
1960,  and  authorizations  for 
appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the 
rental  guarantee  for  family 
housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,- 
000,000  that  is  contained  in 
section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622); 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the 
development  of  the  Line  of 
Communications,  France,  in  the 
amount  of  $10,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66 
Stat.  606,  609) ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  classified  facilities 
in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000 
that  is  contained  in  title  I,  sec¬ 
tion  102,  of  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  28,  1951  (65  Stat.  336,  343); 

(6)  the  authorization  of  public 
works  and  for  the  appropriation 
of  funds  that  are  contained  in 
the  Act  of  April  1,  1954  (68 
Stat.  47),  as  amended; 

(7)  Notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  507  of  the  Act 
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lie  works  and  for  the  appropri¬ 
ation  of  funds  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Act  of  April  1, 
1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended; 
and 

(8)  notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  section  506  of  the  Act 
of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531, 
558),  the  authorization  for: 

(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in 
the  amount  of  $1,850,000  at 
the  Naval  Air  Station,  Npr- 
folk,  Virginia,  that  is  con¬ 
tained  in  title  II,  section 
201  under  the  heading 
“CONTINENTAL  UNIT¬ 
ED  STATES”  and  sub¬ 
heading  “AVIATION  FA¬ 
CILITIES”  of  the  Act  of 
August  7,  1953  (67  Stat.  440, 
442),  as  amended; 

(b)  ammunition  storage  fa¬ 
cilities  in  the  amount  of 
$225,000  at  the  Naval  Aux¬ 
iliary  Air  Station,  El  Centro, 
California;  navigational  aids 
in  the  amount  of  $590,000  at 
the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station, 
El  Toro,  California;  research 
and  development  facilities  in 
the  amount  of  $1,804,000  at 
the  Naval  Air  Turbine  Test 
Station,  Trenton,  New  Jersey; 
and  navigational  aids  in  the 
amount  of  $400,000  at  the 
Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey 
Island,  Washington:  that  are 
contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading 
"CONTINENTAL  UNIT¬ 
ED  STATES”  and  sub¬ 
heading  “AVIATION  FA¬ 
CILITIES”  of  the  Act  of 
July  27,  1954  (68  Stat,  535, 
540),  as  amended; 

(c)  the  development  of  avi¬ 
ation  ordnance  facilities  in 
the  amount  of  $2,638,000 
that  is  contained  in  title  II, 
section  202,  of  the  Act  of  July 
27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  543), 
as  amended. 
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of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat. 

636,  661),  the  authorization  for: 

(a)  family  housing  at  a 
classified  installation  in  the 
amount  of  $2,234,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section 

101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328); 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $369,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section 

102,  of  the  Act  of  Julv  15, 

1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328)“; 

(c)  the  United  States  Army, 
Europe  in  the  amount  of 
$6,925,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70 
Stat.  991,  994); 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Com¬ 
mand  Area,  in  the  amount  of 
$1,060,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70 
Stat.  991,  994); 

(e)  classified  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $6,300,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section 
102,  of  the  Act  of  August  3, 

1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994); 

(f)  land  acquisition  and 
obstruction  removal  for  flight 
clearance  in  the  amount  of 
$754,000  at  various  locations 
that  is  contained  in  title  II, 
section  201,  under  the  head¬ 
ing  "CONTINENTAL 
UNITED  STATES”  and  sub¬ 
heading  “AVIATION  FA¬ 
CILITIES  (Special  Purpose 
Air  Stations)”  of  the  Act  of 
July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324, 
332),  as  amended; 

(g)  operational  facilities  in 
the  amount  of  $700,000  at  the 
Naval  Air  Station,  Jackson¬ 
ville,  Florida  that  is  con¬ 
tained  in  title  II,  section  201, 
under  the  heading  “INSIDE 
THE  UNITED  STATES” 
and  subheading  “AVIATION 
FACILITIES  (Fleet  Support 
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Public  Law  161,  84th  Congress 
(69  Stat.  324,  326) 

Camp  Jackson,  South  Carolina: 
Medical  facilities,  $5,000,000. 


The  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636)  (Public  Law  85-685) 

(Sec.  509 :) 

Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years 
1958  through  and  including  1961, 
the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  N avy , 
and  Air  Force,  respectively,  are 
authorized  to  lease  housing  facil¬ 
ities  at  or  near  military  tactical 
installations  for  assignment  as 
public  quarters  to  military  per¬ 
sonnel  and  their  dependents,  if 
any,  without  rental  charge  upon 
a  determination  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  hous¬ 
ing  facilities  at  or  near  such  mili¬ 
tary  tactical  installations.  Such 
housing  facilities  shall  be  leased 
on  a  family  or  individual  unit 
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Air  Stations)”  in  the  Act  of 

August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991, 

996),  as  amended; 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the 
construction  of  family  housing 
contained  in  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  section  504  of  the  Act 
of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636, 
660),  made  available  such  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  construction 
of  family  housing  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  at  Car¬ 
lisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania, 
Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indi¬ 
ana,  and  Fort  Shatter,  Hawaii, 
and  for  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force  at  Sundance,  Wyo¬ 
ming,  and  at  four  locations  out¬ 
side  the  United  States. 

(i)  the  authorization  for  the 
construction  of  medical  facilities 
in  the  amount  of  $5,000,000  for 
Camp  Jackson,  South  Carolina, 
that  is  contained  in  title  I,  sec¬ 
tion  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324,  326). 


(Sec.  407:) 

Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows :- 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years 
1959  through  and  including  1962, 
the  Secretaries  of  the  Army, 
Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively, 
are  authorized  to  lease  housing 
facilities  at  or  near  military  tacti¬ 
cal  installations  for  assignment  as 
public  quarters  to  military  per¬ 
sonnel  and  their  dependents,  if 
any,  without  rental  charge  upon 
a  determination  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  housing 
facilities  at  or  near  such  military 
tactical  installations.  Such  hous¬ 
ing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a 
family  or  individual  unit  basis 
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basis  and  not  more  than  five 
thousand  of  such  units  may  be  so 
leased  at  any  one  tune.  Expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing 
facilities  may  be  made  out  of 
appropriations  available  for  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  but  may 
not  exceed  $150  a  month  for  any 
such  unit.” 

The  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636)  (Public  Law  85-685) 

(Sec.  512:) 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of 
the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 
Stat.  531,  556),  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  any  other  law,  and 
effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family 
housing  units  shall  be  contracted 
for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of 
military  installations  or  activities 
unless  the  actual  number  of  units 
involved  has  been  specifically  au¬ 
thorized  by  an  annual  military 
construction  authorization  Act  ex¬ 
cept  (1)  housing  units  acquired 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  404  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1955;  (2)  housing  units 
leased,  utilizing  available  operation 
and  maintenance  appropriations, 
for  terms  of  one  year,  whether 
renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms  of 
not  more  than  five  years  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  417  of 
the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70 
Stat.  991,  1018)  T 

Title  10,  United  States  Code 

(Sec.  4774:) 

(a)  In  the  construction  of  family 
quarters  from  appropriated  funds 
for  members  of  the  Army,  the 
following  are  the  maximum  limi¬ 
tations  on  net  floor  area  for  each 
unit: 
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and  not  more  than  seven  thousand 
five  hundred  of  such  units  may  be 
so  leased  at  any  one  time.  Ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  rental  of  such 
housing  facilities  may  be  made  out 
of  appropriations  available  for 
maintenance  and  operation  but 
may  not  exceed  $150  a  month  for 
any  such  unit.” 


(Sec.  408:) 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of 
the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71^ 
Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is™ 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  any  other  law,  and  effec¬ 
tive  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing 
units  shall  be  contracted  for  or 
acquired  at  or  in  support  of  mili¬ 
tary  installations  or  activities  un¬ 
less  the  actual  number  of  units 
involved  has  been  specifically  au¬ 
thorized  by  an  annual  military 
construction  authorization  Act  ex¬ 
cept  (1)  housing  units  acquired 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
section  404  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1955; (2) rental  guarantee 
family  housing  authorized  under 
section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622);  and  (3 
housing  units  leased  for  terms  of^| 
one  year,  whether  renewable  or™ 
not,  or  for  terms  of  not  more  than 
five  years  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  2675  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.” 


(Sec.  409(a) :) 

Section  4774  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  subsec¬ 
tion  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent 
of  the  family  quarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  offi- 
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Grade  Square  feet 

General  officer _ 2,  100 

Golonel _  1,  670 

Major  or  lieutenant  colonel _ 1,  400 

Officer  below  major _  1,  250 

Enlisted  member _  1,  080 


cers  of  the  Army  may  be  four- 
bedroom  quarters  having  a  net 
floor  area  of  1,400  square  feet  or 
less  for  occupancy  by  officers 
holding  grades  below  major.” 


In  this  section,  “net  floor  area” 
means  the  space  inside  the  exterior 
walls,  excluding  basement,  service 
space  instead  of  basement,  attic, 
garage,  and  porches. 

(bj  The  maximum  limitations 
prescribed  by  subsection  (a)  are 
increased — 

(1)  10  percent  for  quarters 
outside  the  United  States;  and 

(2)  10  percent  for  quarters  of 
the  commanding  officer  of  any 
station,  base,  or  other  installa¬ 
tion,  .  based  on  ,  the  grade  au¬ 
thorized  for  that  position. 

(c)  The  maximum  limitations 
for  family  quarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  civil¬ 
ians  are  the  same  as  those  for 
members  of  the  Army  of  com¬ 
parable  responsibility,  grade,  and 
pay,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army. 

(d)  Except  when  built  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Army,  no  permanent 
barrack,  quarters,  building,  or 
other  permanent  structure  may  be 
built  unless  a  detailed  estimate  of 
its  cost  has  been  submitted  to 
Congress  and  a  specific  appropria¬ 
tion  has  been  made  therefor.  No 

one  may  build  such  a  structure 
without  specific  authority  of  Con¬ 
gress  if  the  cost  is  more  than 
$100,000. 

(e)  A  limitation  upon  the  cost 
of  quarters  built  for  members  of 
the  Army  does  not  apply  to  ex¬ 
penditures  for  work  and  equip¬ 
ment  outside  those  quarters,  in¬ 
cluding  expenditures  for — 

(1)  the  furnishing  of  elec¬ 
tricity,  gas,  water,  and  sewage 
disposal ; 

(2)  roads  and  walks;  and 

(3)  grading  and  drainage. 
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(f)  Not  more  than  15 ’’percent 
of  the  family  quarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  en¬ 
listed  members  of  the  Army  may 
be  four-bedroom  quarters  having 
a  net  floor  area  of  1,250  square 
feet  or  less. 

Title  10,  United  States  Code 
(Sec.  7547:) 

(a)  In  the  construction  of  family 
quarters  for  members  of  the  naval 
service,  the  following  are  the  maxi¬ 
mum  limitations  on  net  floor  area 
for  each  unit: 

(1)  For  flag  officers  in  the 
Navy  and  general  officers  in  the 
Marine  Corps — 2,100  square 
feet. 

(2)  For  captains  in  the  Navy 
and  colonels  in  the  Marine 
Corps — 1,670  square  feet. 

(3)  For  commanders  and  lieu¬ 
tenant  commanders  in  the  Navy 
and  lieutenant  colonels  and 
majors  in  the  Marine  Corps — 
1,400  square  feet. 

(4)  For  officers  of  the  naval 
service  below  the  grade  of 
lieutenant  commander  or  ma¬ 
jor — 1,250  square  feet. 

(5)  For  enlisted  members  of 
the  naval  service — 1,080  square 
feet. 

In  this  section  “net  floor  area” 
means  all  floor  space  inside  the 
exterior  walls,  excluding  base¬ 
ment,  service  space  instead  of 
basement,  attic,  garage,  and 
porches. 

(b)  The  maximum  limitations 
prescribed  by  subsection  (a)  are 
increased — 

(1)  10  percent  for  quarters 
outside  the  United  States;  and 

(2)  10  percent  for  quarters  of 
the  commanding  officer  of  any 
station  or  installation,  based  on 
the  grade  authorized  for  that 
position. 

(c)  The  maximum  limitations 
for  family  quarters  for  civilians  are 
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(Sec.  409(b) :) 

Section  7574  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  subsec¬ 
tion  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent 
of  the  family  quarters  constructed^ 
from  anpropriated  funds  for  offi-^ 
cers  of  the  Navy  may  be  four- 
bedroom  quarters  having  a  net 
floor  area  of  1,400  square  feet  or 
less  for  occupancy  by  officers 
holding  grades  below  lieutenant 
commander.” 
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the  same  as  those  for  members  of 
the  naval  service  of  comparable 
responsibility,  grade,  and  pay,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy. 

(d)  Not  more  than  15  percent  of 
the  family  quarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  en¬ 
listed  members  of  the  Navy  may 
be  four-bedroom  quarters  having 
a  net  floor  area  of  1,250  square 
feet  or  less.” 

Title  10,  United  States  Code 

(Sec.  9774:) 

(a)  In  the  construction  of  fam¬ 
ily  quarters  from  appropriated 
funds  for  members  of  the  Air 
Force,  the  following  are  the  maxi¬ 
mum  limitations  on  net  floor  area 
unit: 


Grade  Square  feet 

General  officer _ 2,  100 

Colonel _  1,  670 

Major  or  lieutenant  colonel _ 1,  400 

Officer  below  major _  1,  250 

Enlisted  member _ - _ 1,  080 


In  this  section,  “net  floor  area” 
means  the  space  inside  the  exterior 
walls,  excluding  basement,  service 
space  instead  of  basement,  attic, 
garage,  and  porches. 

(b)  The  maximum  limitations 
prescribed  by  subsection  (a)  are 
increased — 

(1)  10  percent  for  quarters 
outside  the  United  States;  and 

(2)  10  percent  for  quarters  of 
the  commanding  officer  of  any 
station,  air  base,  or  other  instal¬ 
lation,  based  on  the  grade  au¬ 
thorized  for  that  position. 

(c)  The  maximum  limitations 
for  family  quarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  civil¬ 
ians  are  the  same  as  those  for 
members  of  the  Air  Force  of 
comparable  responsibility,  grade, 
and  pay,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

(d)  Except  when  built  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Air  Force,  no  perma¬ 
nent  barrack,  quarters,  building, 


THE  BILL 


(Sec.  409  (c):) 

Section  9774  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  subsec¬ 
tion  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent 
of  the  family  ouarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  of¬ 
ficers  of  the  Air  Force  may  be 
four-bedroom  Quarters  having  a 
net  floor  area  of  1,400  souare  feet 
or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers 
holding  grades  below  major.” 
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or  other  permanent  structure  may 
be  built  unless  a  detailed  estimate 
of  its  cost  has  been  submitted  to 
Congress  and  a  specific  appropria¬ 
tion  has  been  made  therefor.  No 
one  may  build  such  a  structure 
without  specific  authority  of  Con¬ 
gress  if  the  cost  is  more  than 
$100,000. 

(e)  A  limitation  upon  the  cost 
of  quarters  built  for  members  of 
the  Air  Force  does  not  apply  to 
expenditures  for  work  and  equip¬ 
ment  outside  those  quarters,  in¬ 
cluding  expenditures  for — 

(1)  the  furnishing  of  elec¬ 
tricity,  gas,  water,  and  sewage 
disposal ; 

(2)  roads  and  walks; 

(3)  grading  and  drainage; 
and 

(4)  the  construction  of  air 
bases  or  depots  under  section 

9773  of  this  title. 

(f)  Not  more  than  15  percent  of 
the  family  quarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  en¬ 
listed  members  of  the  Air  Force 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters 
having  a  net  floor  area  of  1,250 

square  feet  or  less.” 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing,  the  bill  also  provides  additional  mone¬ 
tary  authorization  to  correct  deficiencies  in  authorization  for  certain 
projects  authorized  under  previous  Military  Construction  Acts,  and 
in  some  cases  repeals  the  authorization.  There  follows  a  listing  by 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  59 


individual  project  and  public  law  of  the  amounts  previously  author¬ 
ized  and  the  amounts  as  changed  by  the  bill: 


Public  Law 

Section 

Installation 

Existing 

amount 

authorized 

As  amended 
by  bill 

Section 
of  bill 

85-241. . . 

101 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Md _ _ 

$2, 288, 000 
464, 000 
1,936,000 

4, 663, 000 
72,785,000 
511,000 
273, 000 

$2,  613, 000 
597, 000 

2,  276, 000 

5, 051,000 
72, 935,  000 
664, 000 
330, 000 

105 

85-241 _ 

101 

New  Cumberland  General  Depot,  Pa _ 

105 

85-241.. . 

101 

Fort  Iluachuca,  Ariz  _ 

105 

105 

85-241  _ 

101 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Mo . 

634/83d _ 

1  202 

Classified  installations . __  _  ... 

205 

968/84 th . . 

201 

Naval  Air  Station,  Memphis,  Term _ 

206 

968/84th _ 

a  201 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  NC. 

206 

85-241 _ 

201 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River,  N.C  . 

39, 000 

52, 000 

207 

85-241 _ 

201 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  Calif  .. 

1,469,  000 

1,  596, 000 

207 

85-241 . . 

201 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istanbul, 
Turkey. 

130, 000 

320,  000 

207 

85-241 _ 

301 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska .  ..  ... 

1,  630,  000 
1,832,000 

1, 895, 000 

2, 182, 000 

305 

85-685 _ 

301 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Mont. 

306 

85-685 . . 

301 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebr  .  . 

3, 265,  000 
15, 552, 000 

3, 890, 000 
16, 605, 000 

306 

85-685 _ 

301 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville, 
Wis. 

306 

85-685 _ 

603 

Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colo.  .... 

652. 000 

None 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  N.Y...  . 

652,  000 
740, 000 
300,  000 
40, 000 
85, 000 
99,  000 
45, 000 

502 

85-685  __ 

603 

Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Mass  _ _ 

1, 030, 000 
480, 000 
61,000 
117, 000 
136, 000 
None 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Various  locations.  ...  ... _ _  _ 

503 

85-685 

603 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Canton,  Ohio _  . 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Armv  Reserve  Center^  Greenwood,  S.C...  ... 

502 

85-685 

603 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Johnstown,  Pa 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Bethlehem, 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Armv  National  Guard  Armory,  Carlisle,  Pa... 

45, 000 

None 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armorv,  Chester,  Pa__ 

206,  000 

None 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Clayton, 
N.  Mex. 

57,  000 

None 

502 

85-685.. . 

603 

Armv  National  Guard  Armory,  Hammonton, 
N..T. 

Armv  National  Guard  Armory,  Ligonier,  Pa 

175, 000 

None 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

45, 000 

None 

502 

85-685 . . 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Northwest 
St.  Paul,  Minn. 

130, 000 

None 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Aimy  National  Guard  Armorv,  Pitman,  N.J. 

175, 000 

None 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Princeton, 

N.J. 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Salem,  N.J... 

175, 000 

None 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

15,  000 

None 

502 

1  As  amended  by  Public  Law  85-241  and  85-685. 

2  As  amended  by  Public  Law  85-685. 

The  above  changes  in  monetary  authorisation  for  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  prior  military  construction  acts  require  the  following  changes 
in  the  general  provisions  of  such  acts  as  follows: 

EXISTING  LAW  THE  BILL 


The  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 
Stat.  531)  (Public  Law  85-241), 
as  amended 
(Sec.  502 :) 

There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  appropriations,  for  public 
works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  and  III  shall  not  exceed — - 
(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United 
States,  $116,915,000;  outside  the 
United  States,  $34,477,000;  sec¬ 
tion  102,  $143,002,000,  or  a  total 
of  $294,394,000. 


(Sec.  105(b):) 

Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  “$116,915,000”  and 
“$294,394,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$118,101,000”  and 
“$295,580,000”,  respectively. 
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The  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat. 

535)  (Public  Law  534,  83d 

Congress),  as  amended 

(Sec.  202:) 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is 
authorized  to  establish  or  develop 
classified  naval  installations  and 
facilities  by  the  construction,  con¬ 
version,  rehabilitation,  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  permanent  or  temporary 
public  works,  including  site  prep¬ 
aration,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total 
amount  of  $72,785,000. 

The  Act  of  July  27,  1954,  (68  Stat. 

535)  (Public  Law  534,  83d 

Congress),  as  amended 

(Sec.  502:) 

There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  of 
money  as  may  be  necessary  to 
accomplish  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  not  to  exceed— 

(2)  for  public  works  authorized 
by  title  II:  Inside  continental 
United  States,  $103,555,000;  out¬ 
side  continental  United  States, 
$36,493,000;  classified  installations 
and  facilities,  $72,785,000;  or  a 
total  of  $212,833,000; 

The  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70 

Stat.  991)  (Public  Law  968, 

84th  Congress),  as  amended 

(Sec.  402:) 

There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  but  appropriations  for 
public  works  projects  authorized 
by  titles  I,  II,  and  III  shall  not 
exceed — 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the 
United  States,  $312,004,000;  out¬ 
side  the  United  States,  $62,001,- 
000;  section  203,  $86,711,000;  or 
a  total  of  $460,716,000; 
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(Sec.  205(a) :) 

Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  section  202. 
“$72,785,000”,  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$72,935,000”. 


(Sec.  205(b) :) 

Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$72,- 
785,000”  and  “$212,833,000”,  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place 
thereof  “$72,935,000”  and  “$212,- 
983,000”. 


(Sec.  206(b):) 

Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of 
section  402  the  amounts  “$312,- 
004,000”,  and  “$460,716,000”  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place 
thereof  “$312,214,000”,  and 
“$460,926,000”. 
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The  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 
Stat.  531) 

(Public  Law  85-241) 

(Sec.  502:) 

There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  appropriations  for  public 
works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  and  III  shall  not  exceed — 

(2)  for  title  II :  Inside  the  United 
States,  $230,356,000;  outside  the 
United  States,  $48,199,000;  sec¬ 
tion  202,  $59,056,000;  or  a  total  of 
$337,611,000; 

The  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 

Stat.  531)  (Public  Law  85-241), 

as  amended 

(Sec.  502:) 

There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  appropriations,  for  public 
works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  and  III  shall  not  exceed — 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the 
United  States,  $399,755,000;  out¬ 
side  the  United  States,  $160,705,- 
000;  section  302,  $47,000,000;  or  a 
total  of  $607,460,000. 

The  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636)  (Public  Law  85-685) 

(Sec.  502:) 

There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  appropriations,  for  public 
works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not 
exceed — 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the 
United  States,  $542,161,000;  out¬ 
side  the  United  States  $123,654,- 
000;  section  302,  $269,100,000; 
section  303,  $17,500,000;  or  a  total 
of  $952,415,000. 


THE  BILL 


(Sec.  207(c):) 

Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  “$230,356,000”,  “$48, 

199,000”,  and  “$337,611,000”,  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place 
thereof  “230,496,000”,  “$48,389, 
000”,  and  “$337,941,000”. 


(Sec..  305(b) :) 

Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  “$160,705,000”,  and 
“$607,460,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$160,970,000”, 
and  “$607,725,000”,  respectively. 


(Sec.  306(b):) 

Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$542,- 
161,000”  and  “$952,415,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$544,- 
239,000”  and  “$954,493,000”, 
respectively. 
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The  Act  of  April  3,  1958  (72  Stat. 
78)  (Public  Law  85-365) 

(Sec.  4:) 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  not  to  exceed  $500,000  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  1 
and  not  to  exceed  $3,500,000  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  2 
of  this  Act. 

The  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636)  (Public  Law  85- 
685) 

(Sec.  606:)  _ 

Appropriations  for  facilities 
projects  authorized  b}r  section  603 
for  the  respective  reserve  com¬ 
ponents  of  the  armed  forces  may 
not  exceed — 

(1)  for  Department  of  the  Navy: 
Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves, 
$11,886,000. 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Air 
Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $5,054, 

000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of 
the  United  States,  $11,976,000. 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Army: 
Army  Reserve  and  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
$28,330,000. 

Summary  of  the  Construction 

GRESS  IN  THE  FISCAL  YEAR 

Authorization  Bill 

INSIDE  UNI' 


THE  BILL 


(Sec.  412:) 

Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3, 
1958  (72  Stat.  78)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$500,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$900,000”. 


(Sec.  502(e):) 

Public  Law  85-685  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of 
section  606  “$11,886,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$10,582,- 
000”;  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(2)  (b)  of  section  606  “$11,976,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$12,446,000”;  and  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  606 
“$28,330,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$27,352,000”. 


Authority  Requested  of  Con- 
1960  Military  Construction 


STATES 


Alabama _ $10,  729,  000 


Army: 

Redstone  Arsenal _  5,  387,  000 

Fort  Rucker _  2,  662,  000 

Air  Force: 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery _  1,  915,  000 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery _  391,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Gadsden _  144,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Birmingham _  160,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  New  Brockton _  70,  000 
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Summary  of  the  Construction  Authority  Requested  of  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1960  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Bill — Continued 

INSIDE  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
Alaska _ $23,997,000 


Army : 

Fort  Greely _  2,  395,  000 

Fort  Richardson _  321,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake _  84,  000 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Camp  Chiniak _  40,  000 

Air  Force: 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base _  1,  181,  000 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base _  1,  150,  000 

Galena  Airport _ 100,  000 

King  Salmon  Airport _  1,  690,  000 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base _  250,  000 

Various  locations _  16,  510,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Anchorage--  276,  000 


Arizona _  8,311,000 


Army:  Fort  Huachuca _  3,  230,  000 

Navy:  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma _  3,  940,  000 

Air  Force: 

Davis  Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson _  895,  000 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler _  246,  000 


Arkansas _  4,  473,  000 


Air  Force: 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blvtheville _  1,  099,  000 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock _  325,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  El  Dorado _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Fort  Smith _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Harrison _  152,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Beebe _  45,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Dermott _  45,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  DeWitt _  45,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Hazen _  45,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Heber  Springs _  90,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock-.  2,  323,  000 


California _  79,  247,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Ord _  85,  000 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco _  218,  000 

Navy: 

"Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow _  432,  000 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro _  48,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore _  26,  897,  000 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach _  500,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar _  305,  000 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu _  30,  050,  000 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego _  100,  000 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego _ _ _  144,  000 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana _  2,  216,  000 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms _  1,  137,  000 


64 


AUTHORIZIN’ G  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


Summary  of  the  Construction  Authority  Requested  of  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1960  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Bill — Continued 

INSIDE  UNITED  STATES — Continued ' 

California — Continued 
Air  Force: 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville _  $569,  000 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced _  425,  000 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc _  542,  000 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville _  2,  222,  000 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Rafael _  1,  285,  000 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside _  6,  052,  000 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento _  1,  598,  000 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento _  1,  548,  000 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Oxnard _  255,000 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc _  147,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Chico _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Sacramento _  61,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  San  Diego _  526,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  San  Barbara _  136,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Vallejo _  302,  000 

Naval  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos _  563,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego _  226,  000 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael _  490,  000 


Colorado _  1,  151,  000 


Army:  Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital _  188,000 

Air  Force:  Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver _  405,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Greeley _  132,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver _  426,  000 


Connecticut _  3,  608,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London _  3,  146,  000 

Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New  London _  75,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Bridgeport-Fairchild...  64,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven.  323,  000 


Delaware:  Air  Force:  Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover _  750,  000 

District  of  Columbia:  Navy:  Naval  Research  Laboratory _  1,  591,  000 


Florida _  27,  155,  000 


Navy: 

Navy  Communication  Training  Center,  Corry  Field _  1,  000,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola _  400,  000 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field... . .  2,  811,  000 

Air  Force: 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso _  833,  000 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead _  6,  364,  000 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa _ _  866,  000 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa _ _ 1,  822,  000 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando.. _ _ 8,  402,  000 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City _  4,  266,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

Tampa _  391,  000 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  65 

Summary  of  the  Construction  Authority  Requested  of  Con¬ 
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Georgia - - -  $5,  930,  000 


Army : 

Fort  Benning -  1,  090,  000 

Fort  Stewart _  238,  000 

Air  Force: 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah _  410,000 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon _  900,  000 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany _  1,-505,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Savannah _  259,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Gainesville _  90,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Savannah _  600,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base, 

Atlanta) _  838,000 


Idaho _  1,  466,  000 


Air  Force:  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home..  1,  361,  000 
Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Idaho  Falls.  105,  000 


Illinois _  11,128,000 


Army:  Savanna  Ordnance  Depot _  1,  160,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes _ , _  4,  712,  000 

Air  Force:  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville _  253,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Aurora _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Bloomington _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Champaign _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Chicago  Heights _  302,  COO 

Army  Reserve  Center,  East  St.  Louis _  156,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Evanston _  574,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Joliet _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Kankakee _  168,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves: 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Champaign.. . .  70,  000 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago _  518,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview _  59,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago _  1,  890,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria.  192,  000 


Indiana _  3,  339,  000 


Air  Force:  Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru _  1,  725,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Anderson _  136,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Bloomington _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Hammond _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Muncie _  168,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus _  364,  000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne _  238,  000 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute _  238,  000 


Iowa:  Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Washington _  160,  000 
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Kansas _  $G,  380,  000 


Army:  Fort  Leavenworth _  160,  000 

Air  Force: 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka _  762,  000 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita _  1,  039,  000 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina _  4,  147,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Colby _  80,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe _  192,  000 


Kentucky _  5,  207,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Knox _  2,  747,  000 

Fort  Campbell _  2,  300,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Bardstown _  160,  000 


Louisiana _  4,  052,  000 


Air  Force: 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport _  110,  000 

Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles _  350,  000 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria _  2,  468,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Lafayette _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  New  Orleans  (No.  1) _  520,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans _  178,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans _  274,  000 


Maine _  4,  881,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County _  3,  179,  000 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor _  271,  000 

Air  Force: 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor _  1,  260,  000 

Loring  Mr  Force  Base,  Limestone _  48,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor _  123,  000 


Maryland _  30,  167,  000 


Army: 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground _  785,  000 

Fort  Detrick _  270,  000 

Fort  Meade _ _ _ _  2,  530,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Camp  Springs _  1,  051,  000 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis _ i _ _ _  1,  025,  000 

David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock _  318,  000 

Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head _ ; _  972,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River _  1,  196,  000 

Air  Force:  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs _ _  21,  357,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Cumberland-*-  _  288,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Westminster _  160,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Baltimore _  215,  000 
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Massachusetts _  $5,  093,  000 


Army:  Fort  Devens _  59,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Shipyard,  Boston _  1,  422,  000 

Air  Force: 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford _  2,  258,  000 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth _  1,  078,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Leominster--  200,  000 
Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth _  76,  000 


Michigan _  10,  578,  000 


Air  Force: 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Ste.  Marie _  1,  755,  000 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette _  2,  779,  000 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens _  612,  000 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoela _  2,  484,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Ann  Arbor _  317,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center  (No.  1) _  602,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Detroit  (No.  2) _  602,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Flint _  551,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  He _  771,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena _  105,  000 


Minnesota _  7,  117,  000 


Air  Force:  Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth _  766,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Duluth _  317,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Mankato _  176,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  St.  Cloud _  330,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armor y,  St.  Paul _  565,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel.  _  4,  963,  000 


Mississippi _  5,  627,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian _  5,  147,  000 

Air  Force:  Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus _  264,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Durant _  54,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Iuka _  54,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Quitman _  54,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Webb _  54,  000 


Missouri _  6,  254,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Leonard  Wood _ _  593,  000 

Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis _  261,  000 

Air  Force: 

Richards-Gerbaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City _  866,  000 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster _  2,  406,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Fulton _  160,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Jefferson  City _  288,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Rolla _  160,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Springfield _  .  73,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Washington _  160,  000 
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Missouri — Continued 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Farmington.  $115,  000 
Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves: 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center 

(ground),  St.  Louis _  370,000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center  (sur¬ 
face),  St.  Louis _ 697,000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas 

City _  105,000 


Montana _  4,  910,  000 


Air  Force: 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow _  3,  711,  000 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls _  1,  066,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Butte _  70,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Plenty  wood _  63,  000 


Nebraska _  2,  416,  000 


Air  Force: 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln _  164,  000 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha _  1,  802,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Omaha _  450,  000 


Nevada _  931,  000 


Air  Force:  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas _  672,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Hubbard  Field,  Reno _  259,  000 


New  Hampshire _  4,  039,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth _  3,  497,  000 

Air  Force:  Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth _  542,  000 


New  Jersey _  3,  112,  000 


Army:  Fort  Dix _  64,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne _  123,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst _  726,  000 

Air  Force:  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wriehtstown _  1,  083,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Morristown _  317,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Cape  May  Court  House _  250,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Dover _  250,  000 

Organizational  maintenance  shop,  Jersey  City _  49,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Riverdale _ _ _  250,  000 


New  Mexico _  3,  584,  000 


Air  Force: 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis _  800,  000 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo _  909,  000 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell _  942,  000 

Sacramento  Peak,  Alamogordo _  616,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Belen _  57,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Roswell _ 200,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Silver  City _  60,  000 
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New  York _ _ _ _ _ $10,  945,  000 


Army:  U.S.  Military  Academy _  6,  303,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn _  365,  000 

Naval  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn _  113,  000 

Air  Force: 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome _  676,  000 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh _  1,  134,  000 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton _  269,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Bronx _  98,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Glens  Falls _  176,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Malone _  176,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Olean _  176,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Oswego _  176,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Amsterdam _  55,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Buffalo _  75,  000 

Combined  Field  Maintenance  Shop,  Camp  Drum _  308,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Olean _  46,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Oswego _  52,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Troy _  47,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Whitestone..  104,  000 
Air  National  Guard:  Hancock  Field,  Syracuse _  596,  000 


North  Carolina _  5,  021,  000 


Army:  Fort  Bragg _  1,  228,  000 

Navy:  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune _  328,  000 

Air  Force:  Seymour-Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro _  3,  150,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Benson _ . _  105,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Elizabeth  City _  105,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Mount  Olive _  105,  000 


North  Dakota _ „ _  6,  683,  000 


Air  Force: 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks _  2,  309,  000 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot _  3,  371, 000 

Army  National  Guard:  Shop  hangar,  Bismark _  57,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Hector  Field,  Fargo _  946,  000 


Ohio _  19,  183,  000 


Air  Force: 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington _  4,  075,  000 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton _  12,  458,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Akron  (No.  2) _  574,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Bellaire _ 302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Dayton _  48,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Delaware _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Marion _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Mount  Vernon _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Painesville _  168,000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Lancaster _  160,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland —  655,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Spring- 

field _  105,  000 
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Oklahoma _ _  $8,  261,  000 


Army:  Fort  Sill _  5,  337,  000 

Air  Force: 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton _  621.  000 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City _  1,  036,  000 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid _  250,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Muskogee _  288,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Okmulgee _  160,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Purcell _  160,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Davis  Field,  Muskogee _  92,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Will  Rogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City _  317,  000 


Oregon _  1,  764,  000 


Air  Force:  Kingsley  Air  Force  Base,  Klamath _  955,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Salem _  61,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Salem _  160,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Portland  International  Airport,  Portland-.  588,  000 


Pennsylvania _  6,  527,  000 


Army:  Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot _  454,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia _  333,  000 

Air  Force:  Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown _  2,  676,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Allentown-Bethlehem _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Butler _  136,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Gettysburg _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Meadville _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Pittsburgh  (No.  3) _  574,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Uniontown _  220,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Washington _  136,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Johnstown..  375,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove _  797,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Willow  Naval  Grove  Air  Station,  Philadelphia.  188,  000 


Rhode  Island _ _ _  7,  353,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Station,  Newport _  7,  353,  000 


South  Carolina _  2,  188,  000 


Army:  Charleston  Transportation  Corps  Depot _  251,  000 

Navy:  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort _  51,  000 

Air  Force: 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston _  822,  000 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach _  151,  000 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter _  715,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armorv,  Inman _  99,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Jones ville _  99,  000 


South  Dakota _  1,  568,  000 


Air  Force:  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City _  1,  445,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Sioux  Falls  (Foss  Field),  Sioux  Falls _  123,  000 
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Tennessee _  $11,185,000 


Air  Force: 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullahoma _  5,  690,  000 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna _  3,  249,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Milan _  91,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves:  Marine  Corps  Reserve 

Training  Center,  Johnson  City.; _  330,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis..  1,  825,  000 


Texas _ _ _ _ _ _  28,354,000 


Army: 

Fort  Bliss _  7,  260,  000 

Fort  Sam  Houston _ _  840,000 

Air  Force: 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo _  1,  828,  000 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin _  300,  000 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso _ ... _  416,  000 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth _  1,  484,  000 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene _  292,  000 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  WTaco _  216,  000 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio _ ; _  1,  033,  000 

Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio _  1,  307,  000 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman _  408,  000 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls _  7,  741,  000 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring _  2,  193,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Brownsville _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Dallas _ ... _  64,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Galveston _ _ _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Odessa _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  San  Marcos _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  San  Antonio _  520,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Donna _  99,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves: 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Beau¬ 
mont _ 65,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas _  348,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves: 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston _  204,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville _  35,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston _  823,  000 


Utah _  873,  000 


Army:  Dugway  Proving  Ground _  532,  000 

Air  Force:  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden _  341,  000 


Vermont _ _  435,  000 


Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Rutland _  143,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Enosburg 

Falls _  169,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burling¬ 
ton _  123, 000 
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Virginia _  $9,  623,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Belvoir _  1,  376,  000 

Fort  Lee _  414,000 

Fort  Eustis _ _  4,  866,  000 

A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation _  229,000 

Navy: 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk _  1,  781,  000 

Naval  Station,  Norfolk _  81,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana _  336,  000 

Air  Force:  Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton _  540,  000 


Washington _  2,  470,  000 


Air  Force: 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Snokane _  158,  000 

Geiger  Air  Force  Base,  Sookane _ . _  190,  000 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake _  1,  036,  000 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma _  523,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Wenatchee _  168,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Coleville _  150,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Geiger  Field,  Spokane _  245,  000 


West  Virginia _  4,  277,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove _  3,  957,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

U.S.  property  and  fiscal  officer,  office  and  warehouse, 

Buckhannon _  206,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Princeton _  60,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Ronceverte _  54,  000 


Wisconsin _  23,  323,  000 


Air  Force:  Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville _  21,  533,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Beaver  Dam _  176,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  La  Crosse _  317,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Milwaukee  (West) _  602,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Organizational  maintenance  shop,  Hayward _  52,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Milwaukee _  235,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Tomahawk _  160,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee _  43,  000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas _  82,  000 

Truax  Field,  Madison _  123,  000 


Wyoming _  1,  699,  000 

Air  Force:  Francis  E.  Warren,  Cheyenne _  1,  461,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne.  238,  000 


Various  locations  (Zone  of  Interior) _  110,  749,  000 


Army:  Various _ _  30,  672,  000 

Air  Force:  Various _ _ _  77,  405,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Various _  2,  588,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Various _  84,  000 
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Summary  of  the  Construction  Authority  Requested  of  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  Fiscal  Year  I960  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Bill— Oon-t  biued 

INSIDE  UNITED  STATES— Continued 

Classified  (Zone  of  Interior) _ $436,  305,  000 

Navy:  Various _ _i - _  1,625,000 

Air  Force:  Various _  434,  680,  000 

OUTSIDE  UNITED  STATES 

Bermuda _ $295,000 

Navy:  Naval  Station,  Bermuda _  295,  000 

Canada _  4,  133,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Station,  Argentia _  4,  133,  000 

Canal  Zone _  228,  000 

Army:  Fort  Kobbe _  228,  000 

Cuba _  760,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay _  760,000 

France _  140,  000 

Army:  Various  locations _  140,  000 

Germany _  10,  338,  000 

Army:  Various  locations _  10,338,000 

Hawaii _  7,  976,  000 

Army: 

Helemano _  90,  000 

Schofield  Barracks _  1,  259,  000 

Navy: 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu _  47,  000 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu _  781,  000 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu _  4,  796,  000 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu -  274,  000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Haleakala  aircraft  control  and  warning  facility,  Maui _  446,  000 

Kokee  aircraft  control  and  warning  facility,  Kauai _  283,  000 

Italy _ 1,  973,  000 

Army:  Various  locations _  1,973,000 

Japan _  1,  640,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi _  1,  640,  000 

Mariana  Islands -  11,  828,  000 

Navv: 

Public  Works  Center,  Guam -  10,  947,  000 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam -  507,  000 

Air  Force:  Anderson  Air  Force  Base -  374,  000 


74  AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 

Summary  of  the  Construction  Authority  Requested  of  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1960  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Bill — Continued 

OUTSIDE  UNITED  STATES— Continued 

North  Ireland _  $267,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry _  267,  000 

Okinawa _  2,  255,  000 

Army:  Camp  Buckner _  217,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Security  Group  activity,  Okinawa _  2,  038,  000 

Philippine  Islands _  76,000 

Navy:  Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point _  76,  000 

Puerto  Rico _ - _  6,  367,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads _  3,  579,  000 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Sabana  Seca _  86,  000 

Air  Force:  Ramey  Air  Force  Base _ _  1,  309,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Bayamon. _  150,000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Ponce _  __  150,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  San  German... _ _  .  150,000 

Air  National  Guard:  San  Juan  International  Airport,  San 

Juan _ _ _  943,  000 

Spain _ _ _  11,  934,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Air  Station,  Rota _  11,  934,  000 

Turkey _ _ _ _  105,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Security  Group  activity,  Karamursel _  105,  000 

Wake  Island _  2,  211,  000 

Air  Force:  Wake  Island _ 1 _ L.i _  2,211,000 

Various  locations  (overseas) _  71,  152,  000 

Army:  Various _  9,  965,  000 

Air  Force:  Various _ 61,187,000 

Classified  locations  (overseas) -  112,  331,  000 

Army:  Various - - _ - - -  83,330,000 

Navy:  Various -  20,  140,  000 

Air  Force:  Various _ : -  8,861,000 

Locations  not  specified - - - - -  15,  000,  000 

Army:  Various -  5,  000,  000 

Navy:  Various -  5,  000,  000 

Air  Force:  Various -  5,  000,  000 

♦Note:  See  Note  on  page  1. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  69 

H.  R.  5674 

[Report  No.  223] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  13, 1959 

Mr.  Vinson  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services 

March  18, 1959 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I 

4  Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 

5  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 

6  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  peraia- 

7  nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 

8  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 

9  projects : 
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Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SEBVICES  FACILITIES 
(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Training  facili¬ 
ties  and  troop  housing,  $785,000. 

Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsylvania:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $454,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Operational  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
troop  bousing,  and  utilities,  $5,387,000. 

Savannah  Savanna  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois:  Supply 
facilities,  $1,160,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Port  Lee,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  troop  housing, 
$414,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Port  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  $270,000. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$532,000. 

(Signal  Corps) 

Port  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Operational  facilities,  research, 
development  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,230,000. 
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(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Eort  Belvoir,  Virginia:  Operational  facilities,  medical 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  util¬ 
ities,  $1,376,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Eort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Hospital  and  medical  facilities, 
$4,866,000. 

Charleston  Transportation  Depot,  South  Carolina:  Fam¬ 
ily  housing,  $251,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Eitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Medical  facilities 
and  utilities,  $188,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 
(First  Army  Area) 

Eort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $59,- 

000. 

Eort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $64,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $229,000. 

Eort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,- 
747,000. 
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Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  medical  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $2,530,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Training  facilities  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $1,090,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  community  facility,  $1,228,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Utilities,  $2,300,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama  :  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties  and  supply  facilities,  $2,662,000. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $238,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
troop  housing,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7,260,000. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $840,000. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $5,337,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities,  $160,000. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational  facilities, 
medical  facilities  and  utilities,  $593,000. 

Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri :  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $261,000. 
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(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Orel,  California  :  Supply  facilities,  $85,000. 

t 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California:  Utilities,  $218,- 

000. 

(United  States  Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New 
York:  Family  housing  and  utilities,  $6,303,000. 

(Alaska  Command  Area) 

Fort  Greely :  Family  housing  and  community  facilities, 
$2,395,000. 

Fort  Richardson :  Training  facilities,  $321,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  and  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Family  housing,  $1,646,000. 
Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities  and  utilities, 
$29,026,000: 

Outside  the  United  States 
(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Helemano,  Hawaii:  Real  estate,  $90,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities  and 
community  facilities,  $1,259,000. 

Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa  :  Training  facilities,  $217,000. 
Pacific  Scatter  System:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,104,000, 
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(Caribbean  Command  Area) 

Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facilities,  $228,000. 

(European  Command  Area) 

France :  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

Germany:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $10,338,000. 

Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  community  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities, 

$1,973,000.  . 

(Army  Security  Agency) 

Various  locations:  Administrative  facilities,  operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  family  housing, 
and  utilities,  $5,573,000. 

(Strategic  Army  Communications) 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,288,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $83,330,000. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  estab- 
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lish  or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 
missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen 
research  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  pro¬ 
duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next 
military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 
acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $5,000,000:  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Aimed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de¬ 
cision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public 
work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real 
estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will 
expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have 
been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  638)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Commit- 
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tees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  eom- 
jmmity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing- 
foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  400  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  12,  157  units  and 
community  facilities. 

(h)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat,  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

ARADCOM  Tac  Sites,  575  units. 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 
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Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  200  units. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1,000  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  800  units. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  867  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 

Fort  Ord,  California,  500  units. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts,  1,200  units. 

Outside  the  United  States 

Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Rico,  150  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “Continental  United 
States”,  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Aberdeen 
Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$2,288,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,613,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Quartermaster  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  New 
Cumberland  General  Depot,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out 
“$464,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$597,000”. 

H.  R.  5674 - 2 
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(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Signal  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$1,936,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,276,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fifth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Leonard  Wood, 
Missouri,  strike  out  “$4,663,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$5,051,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$118,101,000”  and  “$295,580,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation,  ap¬ 
purtenances,  utilities  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,422,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Maintenance 


facilities,  $365,000. 
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David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Maryland : 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $318,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Subsidence 
protective  measures,  $500,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,146,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  and  production  facilities, 
$3,497,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Operational 
facilities,  $7,353,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities;  and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Field, 
Bravo,  operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  and  real  estate,  $5,147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Florida:  Community 
facilities,  $400,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Flor¬ 
ida:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,811,000. 


12 


1  '  (Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

2  Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational 

3  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili- 

4  ties,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 

5  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 

6  improvements,  $26,897,000. 

7  Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California:  Operational 

8  facilities,  $305,000. 

9  Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia:  Operational  facili- 

10  ties,  $336,000. 

11  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

12  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 

13  Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  $51,000. 

14  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California;  Opera- 

15  tional  facilities,  $48,000. 

16  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California:  Troop 

17  housing,  $2,216,000. 

18  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona: 

19  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 

20  troop  housing,  $3,940,000. 

21  (Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

22  Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force 

23  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  facilities,  main- 

24  tenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,051,000. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey:  Utilities, 
$726,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  Piver,  Maryland:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,196,000. 

Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $333,000. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements ;  at  Point  Arguello,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  research  development,  and  test  facilities, 
ammunition  storage  facilities,  troop  housing,  commimity  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements;  and,  at  vari¬ 
ous  Pacific  islands,  operational  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $30,050,000. 

i 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne,  New  Jersey:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $123,000. 

Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn,  New  York: 
Administrative  facilities,  $113,000. 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  California:  Adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  $100,000. 
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1  MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

2  Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California:  Utili- 

3  ties,  $432,000. 

4  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina: 

5  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  ammunition  storage 

6  facilities,  $328,000. 

7  Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 

8  Operational  and  training  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facili- 

9  ties,  and  utilities,  $1,137,000. 

10  ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

11  Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head,  Maryland:  Be- 

12  search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $972,000. 

13  SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

14  Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Utilities, 

15  $1,025,000. 

16  Naval  Communication  Training  Center,  Corry  Field, 

17  Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,000,000. 

18  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Troop 

19  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,712,000. 

20  Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Beal  Estate,  $81,000. 

21  Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Utilities, 

22  $144,000. 

23  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

24  Naval  Medical  Besearch  Laboratory,  New  London, 

25  Connecticut:  Medical  research  facilities,  $75,000. 
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COMMUNICATION  FACLLITES 
Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Kodiak,  Alaska: 
Operational  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Camp  Chiniak,  Alaska: 
Operational  facilities,  $40,000. 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia: 
Operational  facilities,  $1,781,000. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia:  Maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,957,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $3,179,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine:  Troop 
housing,  $271,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

t 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,591,000. 
Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands: 
Operational'  facilities,  $507,000. 


1 


AVIATION  FACILITIES 


2  Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop  housing  and 

3  community  facilities,  $4,133,000. 

4  Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan:  Operational  facilities, 

5  $1,640,000. 

6  Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing,  $295,000. 

7  Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon,  Philippine 

8  Islands:  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

9  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri- 

10  tory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $47,000. 

11  Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera- 

12  tional  facilities,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 

13  community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 

14  $3,579,000. 

15  Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain:  Operational  facilities, 

16  $11,934,000. 

17  SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

18  Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of 

19  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities, 

20  $4,796,000. 

21  COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

22  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel,  Turkey: 

23  Utilities,  $105,000. 

24  Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 

25  Troop  housing,  $267,000. 
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Naval  Eadio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $781,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa:  Operational 
facilities,  $2,038,000. 

Naval  Eadio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto  Eico:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $86,000. 

Naval  Eadio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $274,000. 

YAEDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $10,947,000. 

Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities, 
$760,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $21,765,000. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 
or  develop  Navy  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc- 
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tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interest  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $5,000,000:  Provided ,  That 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will  expire  as 
of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public  works  proj¬ 
ects  concerning  wdiick  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified 
pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  646)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 
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Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for¬ 
eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the 
following  locations: 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston,  South  Carolina, 
40  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California, 
500  units. 

> 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada,  106  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225  units. 

Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  500  units. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


20 


Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida,  40  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi,  320 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia,  Louisiana, 
178  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Bliode  Island,  500  units. 

Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory,  Panama  City,  Florida, 
42  units. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia,  250  units. 

Naval  Badio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia,  142  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California,  150 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida, 
229  units. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona, 
100  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 
“$72,785,000’’,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,- 
000”.  (b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec- 
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tion  502  the  amounts  “$72,785,000”,  and  “$212,833,000”, 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,000” 
and  “$212,983,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Memphis,  Tennessee,  by  striking  out  “$511,- 
000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$664,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Marine  Corps  Ah*  Stations)  ”  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$273,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$330,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$312,004,000”,  and  “$460,716,000” 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$312,214,000”, 
and  “$460,926,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
in  section  201,  as  follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
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(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Facility,  New  Eiver,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$39,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$52,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facil¬ 
ities”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp 
Pendleton,  California,  by  striking  out  “$1,469,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$1,596,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  un¬ 
der  the  heading  “Outside  the  United  States”  in  section 
201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “communication  facilities” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istan¬ 
bul,  Turkey,  by  striking  out  “$130,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$320,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$230,356,000”,  “$48,199,000”,  and  “$337,611,000”,  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$230,496,000”, 
“$48,389,000”,  and  $337,941,000”. 

TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  prepa- 
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ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $766,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $190,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota:  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,309,000. 

Hamilton  Ah  Force  Base,  San  Kafael,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $2,779,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $955,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan  : 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $1,755,000. 
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McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington :  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $523,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $3,371,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,078,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  real  estate,  8-22AOOO  $255,000. 

Bichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis¬ 
souri:  Maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $866,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $612,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach, 
New  York:  Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $269,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,266,000. 

ALASKAN  AIK  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,181,000. 
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1  Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Operational  facili- 

2  ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 

3  $1,150,000. 

4  Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improvements, 

5  $100,000. 

6  King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska:  Supply  facilities,  and 

7  utilities,  $1,690,000. 

8  Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance  facilities, 

9  $250,000. 

10  Various  locations,  Alaska:  Operational  and  training 

11  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,510,000. 

12  AIE  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

13  Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Borne,  New  York:  Maintenance 

14  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $676,000. 

15  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  facili- 

16  ties,  $341,000. 

17  Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Opera- 

18  tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,303,000. 

19  McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California: 

20  Operational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,548,000. 

21  Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania: 

22  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 

23  medical  facilities,  and  community  facilities  $2,676,000. 
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1  Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Supply  facili- 

2  ties,  and  troop  bousing,  $900,000. 

3  Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma: 

4  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

5  Wright-Patterson  Ah-  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Re- 

6  search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

7  $12,458,000. 

8  AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

9  Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullahoma, 

10  Tennessee:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 

11  utilities,  $5,690,000. 

12  Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research, 

13  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 

14  $542,000. 

15  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational 

16  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  research,  development, 

17  and  test  facilities,  $833,000. 

18  Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  Hew  Mexico: 

19  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 

20  $909,000. 

21  Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
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Training  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,258,000. 

Patrick  Air  Porce  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $1,822,000. 

Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Besearch  Site,  Alamogordo, 
New  Mexico:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $616,000. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,828,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $216,000. 

Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas :  Training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,307,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational 
facilities,  $405,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$1,598,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


28 


Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $408,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
hospital  facilities,  $7,741,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
facilities,  $250,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $2,193,000. 

AIE  UNIVERSITY 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,915,000. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $391,000. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $21,357,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $822,000. 
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1  Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational 

2  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $750,000. 

3  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey: 

4  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 

5  $1,083,000. 

6  Hcott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Supply  facili- 

7  ties,  $253,000. 

S  strategic  air  command 

9  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana: 

10  Maintenance  facilities,  $110,000. 

11  Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Opera- 

12  tional  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  ground  improvements, 

13  $569,000. 

14  Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 

15  facilities,  $300,000. 

16  Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 

17  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $416,000. 

IS  Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas: 

19  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
29  $1,099,000. 

21  Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Opera- 

22  tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  com- 

23  munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,725,000. 
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1  Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera- 

2  tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,484,000. 

3  Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  -California:  Mainte- 

4  nance  facilities,  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 

5  $425,000. 

6  Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana: 

7  Utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $350,000. 

8  Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 

9  Hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
10  utilities,  $4,075,000. 

•  11  Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 

12  Operational  facilities,  .  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply 

13  facilities,  $621,000. 

14  Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi: 

15  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facili- 

16  ties,  $264,000.  .  '  •  - 

17  Davis  Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona: 

18  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $895,000. 

19  Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational 

20  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

21  $1,260,000. 

22  Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational  fa- 

23  cilities,  $292,000. 

24  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Bapid  City,  South  Dakota: 

25  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,445,000. 
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1  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Oper- 

2  ational  facilities,  $158,000.  5  ;  ^ 

3  Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 

4  facilities,  $762,000.  ;  •  •  •  _ 

5  Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Cheyenne,  Wyo- 

6  ming:  Administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 

7  facilities  and  utilities,  $1,461,000. 

8  Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Oper- 

9  ational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop 

10  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,711,000. 

11  Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Op- 

12  erational  facilities,  $6,364,000.  '  t  ;■ 

13  Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia :  Opera- 

14  tional  facilities,  $410,000.  GOO 

15  Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington:  Op- 

16  erational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

17  Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Mairite- 

18  nance  facilities,  $164,000. 

19  Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 

20  Operational  facilities,  $325,000. 

21  Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine :  Maintenance 

22  facilities,  $48,000. 

23  MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Maintenance 

24  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $866,000. 
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Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $1,066,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $6,052,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000.  • 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,402,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,361,000. 

OSttt  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,802,- 
000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $542,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,134,000. 

Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,533,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 
facilities,  $4,147,000. 
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Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$1,505,000. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $147,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $942,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster,  Missouri:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,406,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $2,484,000. 

TACTICAL  ATE  COMMAND 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mexico:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $800,000. 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria,  Louisiana:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,468,000. 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California :  Hospital 
facilities,  $2,222,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $540,000. 

H.  E.  5674 - 5 
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Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South 
Carolina:  Maintenance  facilities,  $151,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $672,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $3,249,000. 

Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,- 
150,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $715,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $246,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facil¬ 
ities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $77,405,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,249,000. 
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PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Wake  Island:  Supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,211,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $21,352,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $374,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Bico :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,309,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $6,996,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $8,590,000. 

UNITED  STATES  SECURITY  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,908,000. 
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1  SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

2  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

3  AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

4  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

5  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 

6  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 

7  ground  improvements,  $16,987,000. 

g  Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
9  or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for 

10  ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  and  ballistic  missile 

11  detection  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabili- 

12  tating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 

13  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 

14  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $443,541,000. 

15  Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 

16  establish  or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facihties  by 

17  proceeding  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in 

18  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 

19  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im- 

20  proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de- 

21  termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 

22  the  next  mihtary  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 

23  inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con- 

24  nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 

25  or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
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land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $5,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Eepresentatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 
final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authoriza¬ 
tion  will  expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those 
public  works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives 
have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that 
date. 

(b)  Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  655)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Eepresenta¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com- 
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munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 
(68  Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity  transactions 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation : 

Various  locations,  Prance,  300  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  203  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  187  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Burderop  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom,  152  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Croughton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Greenham  Common  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
135  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  136 
units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  468 
units  and  hospital  facilities. 

Ruislip  (West)  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Sculthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  61  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Welford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 
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Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Woodbridge  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Classified  locations,  343  units  and  community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
construct  family  bousing  for  occupancy  as  pubbc  quarters  at 
the  following  locations : 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  300  units. 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  350  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  150  units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  300  units. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  340  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  imits. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  190  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  500  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  470  units. 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  240  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  285  units. 
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K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  260  units. 

2  Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330  units. 

3  Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

4  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  560  units. 

5  Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230  units. 

6  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  320  units. 

7  Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

8  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  550  units. 

9  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  300  units. 

10  Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  260  units. 

11  Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170  units. 

12  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  400  units. 

13  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350  units. 

14  Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390  units. 

15  Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 

16  amended,  under  the  heading  “Outside  the  United 

17  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

18  Under  the  subheading  “alaskan  air  command”, 

19  with  respect  to  Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  strike  out 

20  “$1,630,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,895,000”. 

21  (b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 

22  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts 

23  “$160,705,000”,  and  “$607,460,000”  and  inserting  in  place 

24  thereof  “$160,970,000”,  and  “$607,725,000”,  respectively. 

25  Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended,  under 
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the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301 
as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command”— 

(1)  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base, 
Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out  “$1,832,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,182,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  “$3,265,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$3,890,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base, 
Kansasville,  Wisconsin,  strike  out  “$15,552,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$16,655,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$542,161,000”  and 
“$952,415,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$544,- 
239,000”  and  “$954,493,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  IV 
general  provisions 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military  department 
may  proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  under  this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  529;  40 
U.S.C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  perma- 
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1  nent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority 

2  for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  super- 

3  vision  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be 
.  4  exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section 

5  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.S.O.  255) , 

6  and  even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  author- 

7  ity  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make 

8  surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 

9  temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Govemment- 

10  owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

11  Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 

12  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 

13  appropriations  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 

14  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

15  ( 1 )  for  title  I :  Inside  the  United  States,  $86,505,- 

16  000;  outside  the  United  States,  $24,210,000;  section 

17  102,  $83,330,000;  section  103,  $5,000,000;  or  a  total 

18  of  $199,045,000. 

19  (2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States,  $113,- 

20  253,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $42,265,000;  sec- 

21  tion  202,  $21,765,000;  section  203,  $5,000,000;  or  a 

22  total  of  $182,283,000. 

23  (3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $295,- 
100,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $65,081,000;  sec- 
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tion  302,  $443,541,000;  section  303,  $5,000,000;  or 
a  total  of  $808,722,000.  ^ 

Sec.  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II, 
and  III  of  this  Act,  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
concerned,  he  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  (other  than  Alaska)  and  by  10  per 
centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  States  or  in  Alaska. 
However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title  may 
not  be  more  than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

Sec.  404.  Whenever —  . I 

( 1 )  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  con¬ 
tracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or  de¬ 
velopment  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in  for¬ 
eign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 
this  Act ;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  those  contracts; 

the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  that  section. 

Sec.  405.  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the 
United  States  for  performance  within  the  United  States,  its 
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Territories  and  possessions,  under  this  Act  shall  be  executed 
under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and  super¬ 
vision  is  wholly  impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  exe¬ 
cuted  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  another  De¬ 
partment  or  Government  agency,  and  shall  be  awarded, 
insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest 
responsible  bidder,  if  the  national  security  will  not  be  im¬ 
paired  and  the  award  is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  Secretaries  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  departments  shall  report  semiannually  to  the  President 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a 
competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations  for 
military  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary 
of  a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establish¬ 
ment  or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities, 
and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are 
contained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  31,  1957,  and  not 
superseded  or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization 
are  repealed,  except — 
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( 1 )  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in 
the  titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as 
to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in 
part  before  July  1,  1960,  and  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guarantee  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of 
$10,000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28, 
1951  (65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act 
of  April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended; 

(7)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  507 
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of  tlie  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  661), 
the  authorization  for: 

(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  installation 
in  the  amount  of  $2,234,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69 
Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $369,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe  in  the 
amount  of  $6,925,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  994) ; 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in  the 
amount  of  $1,060,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  994)  ; 

(e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,300,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994)  ; 

(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  removal 
for  flight  clearance  in  the  amount  of  $754,000  at 
various  locations  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  “Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
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(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations)  ”  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332),  as  amended; 

(g)  operational  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$700,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville, 
Florida  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201, 
under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
and  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Fleet  Sup¬ 
port  Air  Stations)  ”  in  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  996) ,  as  amended; 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  contained  in  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to  the  extent  that  section 
504  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636, 
660),  made  available  such  authorization  for  the 

construction  of  family  housing  for  the  Department 

1 

of  the  Army  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania, 
Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana,  and  Fort 
Shafter,  Hawaii,  and  for  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force  at  Sundance,  Wyoming,  and  at  four 
locations  outside  the  United  States. 

(i)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $5,000,000  for 
Camp  Jackson,  South  Carolina,  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  326) . 
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1  Sec.  407.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 

2  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 

3  read  as  follows: 

4  “Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1959  through  and  in- 

5  eluding  1962,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 

6  Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facil- 

7  ities  at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment 

8  as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  depend- 

9  ents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination 
19  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is 

11  a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military 

12  tactical  installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased 

N 

13  on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  seven 
H  thousand  five  hundred  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at 
15  any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing 
15  facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations  available  for 
1^  maintenance  and  operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a 
15  month  for  any  such  unit.” 

I9  Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of 
“5  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is 
~1  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall 
“1  be  contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military 
installations  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units 
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involved  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  except  ( 1 )  housing  units 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  rental  guarantee  family 
housing  authorized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622)  ;  and  (3)  housing  units  leased 
for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms 
of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
section  2675  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.” 

Sec.  409.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
as  follows : 

(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“  (g)  Hot  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  fluids  for  officers  of  the  Army 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  major.” 

(b)  Section  7574  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Navy 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  lieutenant  commander.” 
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(c)  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air 
Force  may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 
area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers 
holding  grades  below  major.” 

Sec.  410.  To  the  extent  that  any  authority  provided 
by  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636),  or  this 
Act,  for  the  construction  of  appropriated  fund  family  housing 
at  locations  in  foreign  countries  is  not  utilized,  the  con¬ 
struction  or  acquisition  of  the  number  of  housing  units  so 
authorized  may  be  accomplished  at  the  same  locations  under 
the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954 
(68  Stat.  1119,  1125) ,  as  amended. 

Sec.  411.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I, 
II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any 
building  construction  project  within  the  continental  United 
States  (other  than  Alaska)  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

(1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  ware¬ 
housing; 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters; 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of 
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special  circumstances,  application  to  such  project  of  the 
limitations  on  unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is  im¬ 
practicable. 

Sec.  412.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3,  1958  (72 
Stat.  78)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$500,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$900,000.” 

Sec.  413.  Titles  I,  IT,  III,  and  IV  of  this  Act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Military  Construction  Act  of  1959”. 

TITLE  V 

Reserve  Forces  Facilities 

Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  the  following  facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

ARMY  RESERVE 

Akron  (Number  2) ,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Allentown-Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $302,000. 

Anderson,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

Aurora,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bardstown,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Bellaire,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bloomington,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
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Bloomington,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bridgeport-Fairfield,  Connecticut :  Training  facilities 
addition,  $64,000. 

Bronx,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Brownsville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Butler,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Champaign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chicago  Heights,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chico,  California:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Cumberland,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Dallas  (Number  2) ,  Texas:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$64,000. 

Dayton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

Delaware,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Detroit  (Number  1),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Detroit  (Number  2),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $156,000. 
El  Dorado,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Evanston,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Flint,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $551,000. 

Fort  Smith,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Fulton,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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Gadsden,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $144,000. 
Galveston,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Hammond,  Indiana:  Training  facilities:  $168,000. 
Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Joliet,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

La  Crosse,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Lafayette,  Louisiana:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Malone,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Mankato,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Marion,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Meadville,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Milwaukee  (West),  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Morristown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Mount  Vernon,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
New  Orleans  (Number  1),  Louisiana:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $520,000. 


Odessa,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Painesville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Pittsburgh  (Number  3),  Pennsylvania:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $574,000. 

Purcell,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Rolla,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Rutland,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $143,000. 
Sacramento,  California:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$61,000. 

Saint  Cloud,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $330,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $61,000. 

San  Antonio  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$520,000. 

San  Diego,  California:  Training  facilities,  $526,000. 
San  Marcos,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Santa  Barbara,  California:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $259,000. 
Springfield,  Missouri:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$73,000. 

Uniontown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 
Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Washington,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Washington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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Washington,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,- 

000. 

Wenatchee,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Westminster,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  additions, 
$1,788,000. 

Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $800,000. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (ARMORY) 

Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $55,000. 
Anchorage,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $276,000. 
Baltimore  (Dundalk),  Maryland:  Training  facilities, 
$215,000. 

Bayamon,  Puerto  Bico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Beebe,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Belen,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Benson,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Birmingham,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Buffalo,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Butte,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Colby,  Kansas :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Colville,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Dermott,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
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De  Witt,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Donna,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Dover,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Durant,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $169,000. 
Earmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Gainesville,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Greeley,  Colorado:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Hazen,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Heber  Springs,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Inman,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Iuka,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Johnstown,  Pennsylvania  :  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 
Jonesville,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Lancaster,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Leominster,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities, 

$200,000. 

Milan,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $235,000. 
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Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

New  Brockton,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $46,000. 

Omaha,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 
Plentywood,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $63,000. 
Ponce,  Puerto  Bico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Princeton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Quitman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Riverdale,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Ronceverte,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 
Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $565,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

San  German,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $150,- 

000. 

Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $600,000. 
Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Troy,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
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Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  conversions, 
$84,000. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

(NONARMORY) 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  $57,- 

000. 

Buckhannon,  West  Virginia:  Administrative  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $206,000. 

Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $308,- 

000. 

Hayward,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facilities,  $52,000. 
Jersey  City,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$49,000. 

(2)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (AVIATION) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base) ,  Atlanta, 
Georgia:  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  $838,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas  Texas:  Operational  facilities 
and  supply  facilities,  $348,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $59,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan:  Operational 
facilities  and  utilities,  $771,000. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $563,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Supply 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $178,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas :  Operational  facilities, 
$192,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts: 
Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Naval  Aii'  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 
$797,000. 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Beaumont,  Texas :  Operational  facilities,  $65,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Champaign,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland,  Ohio:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $655,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $204,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville,  Texas: 
Training  facilities,  $35,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven,  Connecti¬ 
cut:  Operational  facilities,  $323,000. 
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Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $697,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  $226,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Wliitestone,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  $104,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $518,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Johnson  City, 
Tennessee:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $330,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $370,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael, 
California:  Training  facilities,  $490,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Tampa,  Florida: 
Training  facilities,  $391,000. 

(3)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Supply 
facilities  and  operational  facilities,  $364,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Troop  housing  and 
utilities,  $92,000. 

Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $823,000. 
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1  General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Troop 

2  housing,  $43,000. 

3  O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Opera- 

4  tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  utilities,  $1,- 

5  890,000. 

6  Portland  International  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon : 
I  Operational  facilities,  $588,000. 

8  Kichards-Gehaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis- 

9  souri:  Supply  facilities,  $105,000. 

10  Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Station,  Philadelphia,  Penn- 

11  sylvania:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  troop 

12  housing,  $188,000. 

13  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

11  Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan:  Operational 

15  facilities,  $105,000. 

16  New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisi- 
II  ana:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $274,000. 

18  Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Operational  facilities, 

19  $238,000. 

20  Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel,  Minnesota: 

21  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $4,963,000. 

22  Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Opera- 

23  tional  facilities,  $426,000. 

24  Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington,  Vermont: 

25  Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 
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Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin:  Operational 
facilities,  $82,000. 

Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming: 
Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $123,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $245,000. 

Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Maui, 
Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $446,000. 

Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $596,000. 

Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $946,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Keno,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities, 
$259,000. 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana:  Operational 
facilities,  $238,000. 

Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Kauai, 
Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $283,000. 

Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  $2,323,000. 

Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis,  Tennessee : 
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Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,825,000. 

Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria,  Illinois : 
Operational  facilities,  $192,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto 
Rico:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $943,000. 

Sioux  Palls  (Poss  Pield),  Sioux  Palls,  South  Dakota: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield,  Ohio:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $105,000. 

Truax  Pield,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $123,000. 

Will  Rogers  Pield,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $317,000. 

(4)  Por  all  reserve  components:  Pacilities  made  neces¬ 
sary  by  changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment 
to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities  for 
inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for 
specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  interests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de¬ 
cision  to  implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any 
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1  facility,  to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection:  Provided , 

2  That  the  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United 

3  States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  facilities  authorized  by  this 

4  subsection. 

5  Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  under 

6  the  heading  “naval  reserve  (aviation)”  hi  clause  (1) 

7  of  section  603  by  striking  out  the  following : 

8  “Naval  Ah'  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance 

9  facilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000.” 

10  “Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Opera- 

11  tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000.” 

12  (b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  under  the  heading 

13  “air  national  guard  of  the  united  states”  in  clause 

14  (2)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

15  (1)  With  respect  to  Barnes  Field,  Westfield, 

16  Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$740,000”  and  insert  in  place 

17  thereof  “$1,030,000”. 

18  (2)  With  respect  to  various  locations:  Bunway 

19  arrestor  barriers,  strike  out  “$300,000”  and  insert  in 

20  place  thereof  “$480,000”. 

21  (c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 

22  “army  reserve”  in  clause  (3)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

23  ( 1 )  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike  out 
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“$40,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$61,000”. 
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1  (2)  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South  Carolina, 

2  strike  out  “$85,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

3  “$117,000”. 

4  (3)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Pennsylvania, 

5  strike  out  “$99,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

6  “$136,000”. 

7  (d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  imder  the  heading 

8  “army  national  guard  of  the  united  states 

9  (armory)”  in  clause  3  of  section  603  by  striking  out  the 

10  following : 

11  “Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 

12  $45,000.” 

13  “Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

14  “Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000.” 

15  “Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000.” 

16  “Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

17  “Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 

18  $130,000.” 

19  “Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

20  “Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $15,000.” 

21  (e)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 

22  clause  (1)  of  section  606  “$11,886,000”  and  inserting  in 

23  place  thereof  “$10,582,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 

24  (2)  (b)  of  section  606  “$11,976,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
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1  thereof  “$12,446,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 

2  section  606  “$28,330,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 

3  “$27,702,000”. 

4  Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 

5  develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  title  without 

6  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Eevised  Statutes, 

7  as  amended,  and  sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10, 

8  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 

9  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur- 

10  veys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision 

11  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 

12  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the 

13  Eevised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land 

14  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 

15  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 

16  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  pur- 

17  chase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

18  Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  author- 

19  ized  by  section  501  for  the  respective  reserve  components 

20  of  the  armed  forces  may  not  exceed — 

21  ( 1 )  for  Department  of  the  Army  : 

22  (a)  Army  Eeserve,  $20,748,000; 

23  (b)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
$8,451,000; 
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(2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and  Marine 

Corps  Reserves,  $8,300,000  ; 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
$15,536,000. 

Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  501  of 
this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
be  increased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 
projects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve,  the  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  of  the  United  States,  the  Naval  and  Marine 
Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  the  Air  National 
Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts 
named  in  clauses  (1)  (a),  (1)  (b),  (2),  (3)  (a),  and 
(3)  (b)  of  section  504,  respectively. 

Sec.  506.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reserve 
Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1959.” 

TITLE  VI 

Sec.  601.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to 
convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  four  and  five-tenths  acres  of  land,  more  or  less, 
comprising  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  Light¬ 
house  Point  site  and  being  a  part  of  the  lands  known  as  the 
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United  States  Coast  Guard  Santa  Cruz  Light  Station,  situated 
on  the  northerly  side  of  West  Cliff  Drive,  approximately 
seven  hundred  feet  south  of  Pelton  Avenue,  in  the  citv  and 
county  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  and  in  exchange  for  said 
conveyance  to  accept  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  of 
America  from  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  a  deed  conveying  fee 
simple  title  to  not  less  than  four  acres  of  land  situated  within 
the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  to  he  utilized  as  the  site 
for  a  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center:  Provided ,  That 
the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  pay  to  the  United  States  a  sum  of 
money  representing,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  the  aggregate  of  (1)  the  amount  by  which  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  so  conveyed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  exceeds  the  fair  market  value  of  the  land 
accepted  in  exchange  therefor;  (2)  the  amount  heretofore 
expended  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  connection  with 
the  proposed  construction  of  the  United  States  Army  Reserve 
Center  at  Lighthouse  Point  for  work  and  materials  which 
cannot  be  utilized  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  the 
United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  on  the  site  to  be  acquired 
from  the  city;  and  (3)  the  amount  by  which  the  costs  for 
providing  adequate  foundations,  sewer  and  water  facilities, 
and  site  preparation  for  the  construction  of  a  United  States 
Army  Reserve  Center  at  the  site  to  be  acquired  from  the  city 
exceeds  the  estimated  costs  for  providing  foundations,  sewer 
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1  and  water  facilities,  and  site  preparation  at  the  Lighthouse 

2  Point  site. 

3  Sec.  602.  The  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  of  the 

4  Army  under  this  title  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of 

5  the  United  States  as  miscellaneous  receipts  except  that  any 

6  moneys  received  under  seetion  T  section  601  ( 2 )  and  ( 3 )  of 

7  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  to  which  such 

8  costs  are  charged. 
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(For  Departmei 
Staff  Only) 
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CONTENTS 

Appropriations . , .  16 

Area  redevelopment . 2 

ASC  committee . 42 

Budget . .  X. ......  19 

CCC . .\4,10520 

Civil  defense . X.  27,33 

Coffee. . .  .45 

Commodity  exchange. 45 

Contracts. . . . .>25 

Cooperatives . . . Is! 

Cotton . 11 

Credit  unions . ,35 

Dairy  products... . 7 

Economic  advisers . ,.20 

Eggs . , . 15 

Electrification. .........  1 

Expenditures. ...........  19 

Fair  trade...., . ,,.,33 

Farm  program. .... .14,30,46 

Food  stamps. . . ...39 

Food  storage,  . . . 31 

Foreign  aid., . 26,28,40 

Forestry. . . 3,21 

Insecticides. . . 47 

HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  bill  tfb  give  REA  Administrator  authority  over  all  loans. 
Senate  passed  bill  to  authorize  rental  of  cotton  acreage  allotments.  Seif^f^oVddted 
reported  bills  to:  Provide  imdustrial-use  research^,  expand  special  milk  program. 
House  subcommittee  voted  to^report  area  redevelopmenX bill .  Sen.  Symington  urged 
Secretary  to  submit  omnibus  farm  bill.  Senate  receivX.  nomination  of  Frank  A. 
Barrett  to  be  member  ofyCCC  board.  Senate  committee  reportecl  measure  to  establish 
committee  to  study  wat^r  resources.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  cH>DA  program  to  purchase 
eggs.  Sens.  Symington  and  Humphrey  introduced  and  discussed  food  stamp  bill.  Rep, 
Sullivan  introduce^/and  discussed  bill  to  provide  for  regulation  of  futures  trading 
in  coffee. 


interest  rates.  ....... 

. .  ,/8 

Public  Lax*  480 . 

Irrigation . 

Reclamation. . . . „ 

LarXs . . 29, 

£7,44 

Research, .......  c . . » 

Legislative  prograny'. 

*  j  ^ 

. , .  10 

Roads. 

Military  construction 

a  #  ♦  #4 

Small  business . 

Milk. .  . .  / . . . 

. .  .12 

Sugar.  . . . 

„ , . , 18 

Mineral s.\, . . „ . . 

37,44 

Surplus  commodities. 

Minimum  wage , ...... 

. . .  ,9 

Surplus  foods . 

.. . .23 

Nominat inns 

. . .  20 

Unemployment ..•••.«• 

. ...  24 

Personnel ,  \  . . . .  c . 

22,34 

Unemployment 

Plants . .  . . . .  \. . . . . 

. .  .47 

compensation. . . . . , 

. . . .16 

Potatoes. . \  .  . . 

. .  .32 

Water  pollution  ,  , ,  , 

Property, , 

Water  resources.,,,. 

HOUSE 

1.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Passed,  254  to  131,  as  reported  H.  R.  1321,  to  &ive  the  REA 
Administrator  additional  authority.  Then  passed  S,  144,  a  similaXsenate  bill, 
without  amendment.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  5383-401 

Cs  finally  passed,  S.  144  provides  that  the  functions  and  activitXs  °£  ESA 
aua  of  the  Administrator  of  REA  x^hich  were  transferred  to  the  DepartmeX:  and  to 
Kg  Secretary  by  Reorganization  Plan  No,  II  of  1939  and  Reorganization  Xan 
No,  2  of  1953  are  transferred  to  the  REA  Administrator,  to  be  exercised  aX  ad¬ 
ministered  within  the  Department  by  the  Administrator  under  the  general  di'  N 
rection  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary,  except  that  insofar  as  such  functions 
relate  to  the  approval  or  disapproval  of  loans  authorized  to  be  made  under  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended,  their  exercise  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  supervision  or  direction  of,  or  to  any  other 


2 


control  by,  the  Secretary. 

Rep.  Simpson  criticized  TVA  for  its  awarding  of  a  turbogenerator  contract 
■o  a  British  firm  and  urged  that  the  decision  be  reversed,  pp.  5434-6 


2. 


ARE Av REDEVELOPMENT.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committ  voted 
to  report  with  amendment  to  the  full  committee  S.  722,  the  Douglas  arc  e- 

xnent  bill.  The  amendment,  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  reduc  the 

originaSK  $389.5  million  to  $251  million,  decreasing  from  $100  million  $75 
million  che  amount  of  loans  available  to  rural  areas,  p.  5420 


The' 


3.  FORESTS. 

H.  R..  2497, 
National 


Forest 


^nterior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  w  e4i  amendment 
add  certain  lands  located  in  Idaho  to  the  Bois^  and  Payette 
(H.  Rept.  273) .  p.  5436 


4.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  considera¬ 
tion  of  H.  R.  5674,  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations, 
including  an  authorization  for  use  of  Public  Law  480  and  CCC  funds,  p.  5436 


5. 


RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  without 
amendment  the  following  brills:  H.  R.  1778,  to  amend  section  17  (b)  of  the 
Reclamation  Act  of  1939  to  defer  payment  of  certain  payments  of  construction 
costs  by  water  users;  and  H„  IL,  839,  to  approva/certain  adjusting,  deferring, 
and  canceling  of  certain  irrigation  charges  against  non-Indian  owned  lands  near 
the  Wapato  Indian  irrigation  project,  Washipgton.  p.  D250 


( 


6.  WATER  POLLUTION.  The  Public  Works  Cbmmitt^e  ordered  reported  with  amendment 

H.  R.  3610,  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  increase  grants 
for  construction  of  sewage  treatment  rj&pks  and  to  establish  the  Office  of  Water 
Pollution  Control,  p.  D251 


7.  DAIRY  PRODUCTS.  The  Administrat iojn  Committed  ordered  reported  a  resolution  to 
authorize  printing  of  5,000  additional  copiesvof  a  report  entitled,  "Price 
Discrimination  in  the  Distribution  of  Dairy  Prb^ducts."  p.  D250 


8.  INTEREST  RATES.  Rep.  Patman/criticized  Administration  monetary  policies,  par¬ 
ticularly  "high-interest  rdte  policies."  pp.  5421-^7 


9.  MINIMUM  WAGES.  Rep.  Thompson,  N.  J.,  urged  an  increase\in  the  minimum  wage,  and 
criticized  the  Secretary  for  opposing  such  an  increase. \pp.  5415-8 


10.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM/  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  on  Thurs. ,  'April  16,  H.  R.  5674, 
to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations ,\including  an  au¬ 
thorization  for/use  of  Public  Law  480  and  CCC  funds,  would  be\rogramed  and 
that  Rep.  Vin^6n  will  ask  for  a  rollcall  vote  on  that  bill.  p.>5403 


SENATE 


11.  COTTON.  /Massed  without  amendment  S.  1455,  to  authorize  1-year  leases  c)f  upland 
cotton/acreage  allotments  from  farms  having  allotments  of  10  acres  or  ]\ss  to 
other'  farms  in  the  same  county  if  the  combined  allotments  will  not  exceea\50 
acrps .  pp.  5340-7 


R/SEARCH;  MILK;  COOPERATIVES.  The  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
ordered  reported  the  following  bills:  p.  D247 

S.  690,  without  amendment,  to  provide  a  program  for  the  increased  use  of 
agricultural  products  for  industrial  purposes; 


86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

1st  Session  ) 


Report 
No.  272 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  5674 


April  15,  1959. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Thornberry,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  245] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  245,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  53 

H.  RES.  245 


[Report  No.  272] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  15, 1959 

Mr.  Thornbekry,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolu¬ 
tion  ;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  he  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  au- 

5  thorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and  for 

6  other  purposes.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  con- 

7  fined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours, 

8  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 

9  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 

10  ices,  the  bill  shall  he  read  for  amendment  under  the  five- 

11  minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 

12  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the 


Y 


2 


1  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 

2  adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 

3  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 

4  without  intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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Pr\ce  support  s . . . . . 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  report ed>6ill\  to :  Expand  industrial-use  research. 
Expand  special  milk  program.  House  omnmittee\ordered  reported  bill  to  revise  price 
support  level  for  tobacco.  Sen.  Humphrey  and  others  introduced  and  Sen.  Humphrey 
discussed  bill  to  expand  Public  L^w  480  and  establish  Peace  Food  Administration. 


SENATE 


1.  RESEARCH.  The/Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S. 

690,  which  Wf-alil  establish*"  an  Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial  Administra¬ 
tion  in  this  Department  to  conduct  research  on  the  development  o\  new  and  im¬ 
proved  u^es  for  farm  products  (S.  Rept.  193).  p.  5441 

2.  MILK,  /the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendment  \.  1289, 

to  Lhcrease  and  extend  the  special  milk  program  for  children  (S.  Rept, M94) 
ano  without  amendment  S,  753,  to  authorize  cooperative  associations  of  milk 
producers  to  bargain  with  purchasers  singly  or  in  groups  (S.  Rept.  192) .  \ 
5441 

\ 

TRADE  FAIRS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  5508,  to  provide  permanently  for 
the  free  importation  of  articles  for  exhibition  at  fairs,  exhibitions,  or  ex¬ 
positions.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  5489 


-  2  - 


WATER  RIGHTS.  Received  a  Kan.  Legislature  resolution  urging  the  enactment  of 
legislation  to  safeguard  and  preserve  established  State  and  individual  rights 
to  the  use  of  water  within  the  States,  p.  5440 


This  office  has  received  copies  of  an  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
print  of  a  wheat  stabilization  bill.  The  draft  includes  provisions  for/per- 
centags  reductions  in  farm  acreage  allotments,  penalties  based  on  acty.nl  yield, 
increase  in  the  penalty  rate,  reductions  in  exemptions,  a  liinitatioi 
$ 25 , 00(k  in  price  supports  for  any  person  in  any  year,  no  price  support  for  non- 
cooperatbf s ,  and  applicability  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  only  the  1960  and 
1961  oropei’. 


HOUSE 


"  ‘61 MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Passed,  377  to  7,  with  amendments  H.  R.  5674,  to 

authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  including  an  authori¬ 
zation  for  use  of  Public  Law  480  and  CCC  funds,  pp.  '■4592*5515  1  <2-  -  t  Y 

Concerning  the  use  of  Public  Law  480  funds  for  defense  purposes  in  foreign 
countries.  Rep.  Gross  stated  that  "this  is  another  subsidy  which  should  not  be 
charged  in  full  to  the  farmers  of  America."  p.  5496 


7.  WHEAT  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  recommitted  to  the  Wheat  Subcom- 


mittee  H.  R.  3436,  to  increase  the  durum-whepc  acreage  allotments  in  North 
Dakota,  Minnesota,  Montana,  South  Dakota,  and  California,  and  H.  R.  5443,  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  appointment  by  t^e  Secretary,  of  a  committee  to  study  and  recom¬ 
mend  increases  in  durum-wheat  allotment 9^  p.  D255 


8.  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  Committee  &F0ered  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  5058, 
to  modify  the  price- support  level  f/^r\tobacco.  p.  D255 


9.  FARM  CREDIT.  The  Agriculture  Coraif&ttee  ordered  reported  without  amendment 

H.  R.  6353,  to  amend  the  Federal  Farm  LoaVAct  to  transfer  responsibility  for 
making  appraisals  from  FCA  to/the  Federal  iWid  banks,  p.  D255 


10.  INFLATION;  EMPLOYMENT.  RewC  Reuss  discussed  hi\  bill,  H.  R.  6263,  "to  amend 
the  Employment  Act  of  19^o  to  provide  for  its  mC^e  effective  administration, 
and  to  bring  to  bear  anr informed  public  opinion  uW>n  price  and  wage  increases 
which  threaten  economic  stability,"  which  requires C^he  President  to  hold  public 
hearings  on  prospective  or  actual  price  and  wage  increases  and  to  issue  sum¬ 
maries  of  such  headings.  He  stated  that  the  Administration,  the  AFL-CIO,  the 
U.  S.  Chamber  of/Commerce,  and  the  Federal  Reserve  Boards  oppose  it.  PP< 

5520-4 


11.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Apr.  20.  p.  5530 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


12.  FARM  PJtDGRAM.  Sen.  Thurmond  inserted  an  article  discussing  some  o^the  agri¬ 
cultural  problems,  stating  that  the  farm  program  is  for  everybody  'n^ccept  the 
lijile  farmer"  and  offering  suggestions  for  improvements,  pp.  A3127- 

Rep.  Loser  inserted  a  reprint  of  an  article  listing  results  of  a  po\^.,  in¬ 
cluding  questions  on  the  farm  program,  p.  A3141 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Brewster  expressing  concern  about  the 
"spiraling  cost  of  administering  a  program  which  has  failed  to  accomplish  i>ts 
primary  stated  purpose  —  to  help  the  low-income  farmer  ..."  p.  A3148 

Rep.  Levering  inserted  excerpts  from  a  book  written  by  J.  C.  Penny  express¬ 
ing  the  importance  of  a  successful  farm  program  and  the  value  of  preserving  oul 
soil.  pp.  A3170-1 


House  of  Representatives 


The  Hou^e  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Rev.  Charies  W.  Holland,  Jr.,  B.D., 
Th.  M.,  offeree^ the  following  prayer: 

In  the  first  lW>k  of  the  Bible  4:  9  we 
read :  and  the  \ord  said  unto  Cain, 
“ Where  is  Abel  thysrother?”  and  he  said, 
“I  know  not:  Am  I  tny^brother’s  keeper?” 

Father-God,  Creatorsof  man,  help  each 
Congress  man  and  woman  in  this  great 
body  to  realize  he  is  his  mother’s  keeper. 

As  legislation  is  premechfiated  in  the 
minds  of  these  servants  of  tlqo  people  of 
these  United  States,  imprint\  indelibly, 
inerasably,  inexpungibly,  upon  ftach  per¬ 
son  as  he  works  in  this  enclosure Vnd  the 
confines  of  his  office  the  fact  thap>^ie  is 
his  brother’s  keeper. 

We  feel,  dear  Heavenly  Father,  thaMf 
this  is  kept  before  our  thinking  we  will  se 
helpful,  constructive  legislation  enacted.' 

Great  Physician,  if  it  is  in  Thy  will, 
lay  Thy  hand  on  the  body  of  Mr.  Dulles. 

This  request  I  make  conscientiously 
and  sincerely  in  the  name  of  my  Lord. 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  a  joint  resolution  of  the 
House  of  the  following  title : 

H.J.  Res.  336.  Joint  resolution  making  a 
supplemental  appropriation  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the  following, 
title,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  tl 
House  is  requested : 

S.  1455.  An  act  to  authorize  the  rental  of 
cotton  acreage  allotments. 

The  message  also  announced  M hat  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  of  the' 
House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate/if  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title: 

S.  1096.  An  act  to  authorize  appropriations 
to  the  National  Aeronaut/  and  Space  Ad¬ 
ministration  for  salariesXmd  expenses,  re¬ 
search  and  developme/  construction  and 
equipment,  and  for  otner  purposes. 


UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA  v. 
THURMAN  X.  WHITESIDE  ET  AL. 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  followjng  communication: 

April  16,  1959. 

The  Ho/rable  the  Speaker, 

House  eft  Representatives. 

Sn/From  the  U.S.  District  Court  for  the 
Dismct  of  Columbia,  I  have  received  a 


Thursday,  April  16,  1959 

subpena  duces  tecum,  directed  to  me  as 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  to 
appear  before  said  court  as  a  witness  in  the 
case  of  the  United  States  v.  Thurman  A. 
Whiteside,  et  al.  (No.  856-58),  and  to  bring 
with  me  certain  and  sundry  papers  therein 
described  in  the  files  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives. 

The  rules  and  practice  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  indicates  that  the  Clerk 
may  not,  either  voluntarily  or  in  obedience 
to  a  subpena  duces  tecum,  produce  such 
papers  without  the  consent  of  the  House 
being  first  obtained.  It  is  further  indicated 
that  he  may  not  supply  copies  of  certain 
of  the  documents  and  papers  requested 
without  consent. 

The  subpena  in  question  is  herewith,  and 
the  matter  is  presented  for  such  action  a§ 
the  House  in  its  wisdom  may  see  fit  to  tat 
Respectfully  yours, 

Ralph  R.  Roberts, 

Clerk,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  yM  read 
th^ubpena. 


:all  of  the 
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their  names: 

[Roll  No.  29] 

Adair 

Holifield 

Quigley 

Andersen, 

Holland 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Minn. 

Huddleston 

Rooney 

Baring 

Kearns 

Rostenkowski 

Baumhart 

Keogh 

Roush 

Blatnik 

Kowalski 

Santangelo 

Bonner 

Meader 

Scott 

Buckley 

Merrow 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Carnahan 

Miller, 

Smith,  Kans. 

Cramer 

George  P. 

Stubblefield 

Daddario 

Mitchell 

Teague,  Tex. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Moeller 

Teller 

Dent 

Monagan 

Tollefson 

Diggs 

Moorhead 

Van  Pelt 

Downing 

Moulder 

Weis 

Giaimo 

Multer 

Whitener 

Gray 

Norblad 

Whitten 

Griffin 

Norrell 

Williams 

Harris 

Pilcher 

Wilson 

Hechler 

Polk 

Winstead 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Powell 

Wolf 

UNITED  STATES 
THURMAN  A.  WI 


AMERICA  V. 
fESIDE  ET  AL. 


peaker,  I  make 
’  a  quorum  is  not 


Mr.  GROSS.  Mr. 
the  point  c\order  thq 
present. 

Mr.  McCORltfAGK.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  withhold  tnj^f  so  that  I  may  offer  a 
resolution? 

Mr.  GROSSf  No\  Mr.  Speaker,  I  in¬ 
sist  on  my  pjnnt  of  orcter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evl^ntly  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  JMcCORM  ACK.  M\  Speaker,  I 
mov/i  call  of  the  House. 

^all  of  the  House  was  ordered. 
t?he  Clerk  called  the  roll,  ancDUie  fol¬ 
ding  Members  failed  to  answer  to 


The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  360 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


The  SPEAKER. /The  Clerk  will  read 
the  subpena. 

The  Clerk  rea/ as  follows: 

U.S.  District  /ourt  for  the  District  of 

Columbia— /nited  States  of  America  v. 

Thurman /.  Whiteside,  et  al..  Defend¬ 
ants. — Nft.  856-58 

To  Ralphmoberts,  Clerk,  U.S.  House  of  Rep¬ 
ress^  tatives,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Yo/are  hereby  commanded  to  appear  in 
the  /.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of 
Co/mbia  at  3d  and  Constitution  Avenue 
.,  fourth  floor,  courtroom  8,  in  the  city  of 
Washington,  on  the  20th  day  of  April  1959, 
’at  9:45  o’clock  a.m.,  to  testify  in  the  case  of 
United  States  v.  Thurman  A.  Whiteside  and 
bring  with  you  all  records  as  per  the  attached 
list. 

A-  Summary  of  contents  of  Harris  com¬ 
mittee  files. 

B.  Fitzgerald  memorandums  re  Foster 
trust : 

Fitzgerald  memo  re  Foster  trust  negotia¬ 
tions  with  Whiteside,  March  9,  1956,  and 
telephone  converastion  with  Whiteside 
March  12,  1956. 

Fitzgerald  memo  re  Foster  trust,  March. 
28,  1956. 

Fitzgerald  memo  of  Foster  trust  settle¬ 
ment. 

C.  Harris  committee  correspondence: 

Anderson-Harris  letter,  February  7,  1958. 

Katzentine-Moulder  letter,  July  24,  1957. 

Kefauver-Moulder,  June  28, 1957. 

Kefauver-Moulder,  June  28,  1957. 

Kefauver-Harris  letter,  February  26,  1958. 

Kefauver-Harris  letter,  March  10,  1958. 

Mack-Moulder  letter,  February  8,  1958. 

Magnuson-Harris  letter,  March  5,  1958. 

Schoeppel-Harris  letter,  March  5,  1958. 

Scott-Harris  letter,  February  9,  1958. 

Smathers-Harris  letter,  March  5,  1958. 

Steinmeyer-Harris  letter,  February  27, 

1958,  with  enclosure  of  papers  relating  to 
real  estate  transaction  of  Steinmeyer  and 
Mack. 

D.  Mack  bank  statements: 

Mack  deposits  in  Munsey  Trust  Co. 

Mack:  Bank  deposits  in  First  National 
^Bank,  Fort  Lauderdale,  July  1,  1955-Febru- 
[y  10, 1958. 

lack:  Bank  records  of  checks  over  $200 
draVn  on  First  National  Bank,  Fort  Lauder- 
daleVTune  30,  1955-October  31,  1957. 

E.  laatzentine  notes,  memorandums,  con¬ 
versation 

KatzeriVne  notes  on  Katzentine’s  affidavit 
of  Februarj^l7,  1957. 

KatzentinX  summary  of  channel  10  chro¬ 
nology,  Marcm6,  1956. 

Katzentine’s X?)  notes  on  chronology  of 
channel  10,  undated. 

Analysis  of  channel  10  decision  (presum¬ 
ably  by  Katzentine)  \ 

Memorandum  re  McCoaker-Prosser-Mer- 
ritt-Katzentine  conference  re  desirability  of 
seeking  TV  station,  MarcX23, 1951. 

Katzentine  memo  on  Faster  trust  negoti¬ 
ation,  March  30,  1956. 

Katzentine-Joe  Adams  tel3feh°ne  conver¬ 
sation,  April  6;  1956. 

Katzentine-Berke  conversation  June  11, 
1954. 
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April  16 


lette: 

letter. 


February  1, 


1957. 

1957, 


letter,  November  \2, 

letter,  December  23,' 

letter,  January  5,  1956. 
letter,  February  24, 


tatzen tine- Charlie  Johns  telephone  con¬ 
versation  April  6,  1956. 

KaSgsntine-Prosser-Scott  memorandum, 
oer  1,  1955. 

Katze^tine  memo  of  Storer-Prosser-Kat- 
zentine  telephone  conversation,  December  1, 
1952. 

Katzentin\memo  on  Whiteside  telephone 
conversation,  APrh  23,  1956. 

F.  Katzentinikuorrespondence: 

Katzentine-Chfids  letter,  May  25,  1956. 

Katzen  tine -Kef  atover  letter,  June  6,  1955. 

Katzentine-KefauVgr  letter,  December  27, 

1956. 

Katzentine-Kefauver\letter,  January  21, 

1957. 

Katzentine-Kefauver 
1957. 

Katzentine-Kefauver 

Katzentine-Moulder 
photostat. 

Katzentine-Moulder  letter,  Jul\24,  1957, 
carbon. 

Katzentine-Porter  letter,  April  1,  *055. 

Katzentine-Porter  letter,  November  22, 

1955. 

Katzentine-Porter 

1955. 

Katzentine-Porter 

1955. 

Katzentine-Porter 

Katzentine-Porter 

1956. 

Katzentine-Porter  letter,  January  31,  1957. 

Katzentine-Porter  letter,  February  15, 

1957. 

Katzentine-Porter  letter,  February  2(?), 
1957. 

Katzentine-Porter  letter,  March  7,  1957, 
with  picture  of  Mrs.  Baker  and  Mrs.  Moore. 

Holland-Katzentine  letter,  June  2,  1955. 

Miller-Katzentine  telegram,  October  5, 
1955. 

Rice-Katzentine  letter,  November  4,  1955. 

G.  O’Hara-McLaughlin  interviews  at  the 
FCC: 

O’Hara-McLaughlin  memo 
with  Craven,  March  13,  1958. 

O’Hara-McLaughlin  memo 
With  Doerfer,  March  13,  1958. 

O’Hara-McLaughlin  memo 
With  Hyde,  March  13,  1958. 

O’Hara-McLaughlin  memo 
with  Lee,  March  13,  1958. 

H.  Shacklette-Eastland  interviews 
Miami: 

Shacklette-Eastland  interview  with  Car¬ 
ter,  January  8,  1958. 

Shacklette-Eastland  interview  with  Ander¬ 
son,  January  15,  1958. 

Shacklette  memo  of  Baker  and  Hardy  in¬ 
terview,  January  17,  1958. 

Shacklette-Eastland-O’Hara 
with  Mack,  January  27,  1958. 

Shacklette-Eastland  memo 
with  Fuqua,  January  13,  1958. 

Shacklette  memo  of  interview  with  KnigJ, 
December  21,  1957. 

Shacklette  interview  of  Palmer,  December 
11,  1957. 

Shacklette-Eastland  memo  of  interview 
with  Scott,  January  16,  1958. 

Shacklette-Eastland  memo  of  §fieldon  in¬ 
terview,  January  14,  1958. 

Gloria  C.  Harkins  statementyfo  Shacklette, 
December  18,  1957. 

Robert  R.  White  statement  to  Shacklette, 
December  19,  1957. 

I.  Whiteside-Barber-lVj/ck  telephone  rec¬ 
ords: 

Summary  of  teleplyhie  calls,  Whiteside  to 
Mack. 

Summary  of  telephone  calls,  Mack  to 
Whiteside. 

Summary 
Whiteside. 

Summary ./ifack-Barber  telephone  calls  to 
persons  other  than  Whiteside. 

Memorandum  of  transmittal  of  informa¬ 
tion  reytelephone  calls. 

J.  Miscellaneous  correspondence: 

/ 


of  interview 


of  interview 


of  interview 


of  Interview 


in 


interview 


of  interview , 


telephone  calls.  Barber  to 


Barber-Whiteside  letter,  January  18,  1956. 

Carter-FCC,  July  18,  1951. 

Carter-McDonald  letter,  January  10,  1955. 

Holland-Katzentine  letter,  June  2,  1955. 

Isberg-Pearson  letter,  January  25,  1957. 

Kefauver-Harris  letter  3,  February  26,  1958. 

Kefauver -Harris  letter,  March  10,  1958. 

Kefauver-Katzentine  letter,  December  20, 

1956. 

Kefauver-Moulder  letter,  June  28,  1957. 

Miller-Katzentine  telegram,  October  5, 
1955. 

Rice-Katzentine  letter,  November  4,  1955. 

Rice-Katzentine  letter,  November  4,  1955. 

Rice-Sullivan  letter,  October  6,  1955. 

Rice-Sullivan  letter,  October  13,  1955. 

Scott-Brown  letter,  February  14,  1957. 

Smathers-Harris  letter,  March  5,  1958. 

Smathers-Wilson  letter  typed  on  February 
15,  1954,  dictated  on  February  12,  1954. 

Sullivan-Kefauver  letter,  Juy  26,  1955. 

K.  Miscellaneous  memorandums  and 
statements : 

American  Aviation  Daily,  February  6, 
1957 — clipping  re  Eastern  intervention  in 
channel  10  case. 

Memorandum  re  Alterman  Transport  Lines 
loan  to  Mack  (probably  by  Shacklette). 

Fitzgerald  (FCC)  statement  of  reasons  for 
Sjlelay  in  preparation  of  draft  decision  in 
jannel  10  case. 

larkins  memo  of  Sheldon-Katzentine  tele¬ 
phone  conversation,  March  19,  1956. 

Harkins,  Gloria  C.,  statement  to  Shack-, 
lette,  December  18,  1957. 

Mack  campaigns,  contributors. 

Rice  memorandum  re  Baker,  May  24,  yS 56. 

SummarNof  travel  of  Whiteside  faring 

1957. 

Memorandufn  (probably  by  Shac^fette)  re 
Foster  trust,  MaSch  8,  1956. 

White,  Robert  DC  statement  tq/Shacklette, 
dated  June  2,  1955. 

L.  Berger~Wachtel\Gelman/'  memoran¬ 
dums  : 

Berger-Gelman  mem\  qjS  review  of  Na¬ 
tional  Airlines  files,  JanuBry  17,  1958. 

Berger-Wachtell  inteorieV  with  Mack  on 
January  14,  1958,  dated  January  15,  1958. 

Berger-Wachtell  memo  re  interview  with 
Mack  on  January  Yj,  1958,  dated.  January  20, 

1958. 

Berger  memo  review  of  materials  on  file 
at  FCC,  dated  Bfebruary  5,  1958. 

Wachtell  m/mo  re  FCC-Miaml  chafmel  10 
case,  dated  February  6,  1958  ( Wachtell -Ijjast- 
land  interview  with  Harry  Plotkin). 

Wachtell  memo  re  FCC-Miaml  channel'll) 
case,  daffed  February  7,  1958  (Wachtell-Easv 
land  haterview  with  Paul  Porter). 

Memo  note  re  Roy  Cohn,  undated,  origi¬ 
nator  of  memo  unknown.  ■ 

this  subpena  is  issued  upon  application  of 
ie  defendant. 

Harry  M.  Hull, 

Clerk. 

By  Lawrence  Proctor, 

Deputy  Clerk. 

April  1959. 

Arthur  Hilland, 

Attorney  for  Defendant  Thurman  A. 

Whiteside. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  privileged  resolution  (H.R.  246) 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows : 

Whereas  in  the  case  of  United  States  v. 
Thurman  A.  Whiteside  et  al.  (criminal 
case  No.  856-58),  pending  in  the  U.S.  Dis¬ 
trict  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
a  subpena  duces  tecum  was  issued  by  the 
said  court  and  addressed  to  Ralph  R.  Rob¬ 
erts,  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
directing  him  to  appear  as  a  witness  before 
said  court  at  9:45  antemeridian  on  the  20th 
day  of  April  1959,  and  to  bring  with  him 
certain  and  sundry  papers  in  the  possession 
and  under  the  control  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives:  Therefore,  be  it 


Resolved,  That  by  the  privileges  of  this 
House  no  evidence  of  a  documentary  char- v 
acter  under  the  control  and  in  the  posses^ 
sion  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
by  the  mandate  of  process  of  the  ordinary 
courts  of  justice,  be  taken  from  suchycon- 
trol  or  possession  but  by  its  permission;  be 
is  further 

Resolved,  That  when  it  appear/’  by  the 
order  of  the  court  or  of  the  judge  thereof, 
or  of  any  legal  officer  charged  with  the 
administration  of  the  orders  in  such  court 
or  judge,  that  documentary  Evidence  in  the 
possession  and  under  the/  control  of  the 
House  is  needful  for  user  in  any  court  of 
justice,  or  before  any  indge  or  such  legal 
officer,  for  the  promofion  of  justice,  this 
House  will  take  suclyriction  thereon  as  will 
promote  the  ends  /of  justice  consistently 
with  the  privilegeyand  rights  of  this  House; 
be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  Ralph  R.  Roberts,  Clerk  of 
the  House,  bar  authorized  to  appear  at  the 
place  and  before  the  court  named  in  the 
subpena  duces  tecum  before-mentioned,  but 
shall  notXake  with  him  any  papers  or  doc- 
nments/n  file  in  his  office  or  under  his 
controy  or  in  possession  of  the  House  of 
Representatives;  be  it  further 

esolved.  That  when  said  court  deter- 
ies  upon  the  materiality  and  the  rele- 
incy  of  the  papers  dhd  documents  called 
for  in  the  subpena  duces  tecum,  then  the 
said  court,  through  any  of  its  officers  or 
agents,  have  full  permission  to  attend  with 
all  proper  parties  to  the  proceeding  and  then 
always  at  any  place  under  the  orders  and 
control  of  this  House  and  take  copies  of 
any  documents  or  papers  and  the  Clerk  is 
authorized  to  supply  certified  copies  of  such 
documents  and  papers  in  possession  or  con¬ 
trol  of  said  Clerk  that  the  court  has  found 
to  be  material  and  relevant,  except  minutes 
and  transcripts  of  executive  sessions,  and 
any  evidence  of  witnesses  in  respect  thereto 
which  the  court  or  other  proper  officer 
thereof  shall  desire,  so  as,  however,  the  pos¬ 
session  of  said  documents  and  papers  by  the 
said  Clerk  shall  not  be  disturbed,  or  the 
same  shall  not  be  removed  from  their  place 
of  file  or  custody  under  said  Clerk;  and  be 
it  further 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  these  resolutions 
be  transmitted  to  the  said  court  as  a  re-  ’ 
spectful  answer  to  the  subpena  afore¬ 
mentioned. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 
sA  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
tnS.  table. 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CON¬ 
STRUCTION 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  245  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
5674)  to  authorize  certain  construction  at 
military  installations,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  After  general  debate,  which  shall 
be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue 
not  to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
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amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  there¬ 
to  to  final  passage  without  intervening  mo¬ 
tion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Allen],  and,  pending  that, 

1  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con¬ 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  reading  of  the 
resolution  indicates,  it  makes  in  order 
the  consideration  of  H.R.  5674,  familiarly 
known  as  the  military  public-works 
authorization  bill. 

This  is  an  open  rule  and  provides  for 

2  hours  of  general  debate. 

In  appearing  before  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Vinson],  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  gave 
a  very  detailed  and  excellent  report  of 
what  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
had  done  in  examining  the  requests  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  this  author¬ 
ization. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  committee 
has  done  an  excellent  job.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  from  what  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia,  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Committee  on  Rules,  and 
from  a  careful  examination  of  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  committee  on  H.R.  5674,  that 
this  is  a  well-considered  bill  and  one 
which  has  been  carefully  studied  by  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

When  the  first  requests  came  in  from 
the  field  offices  of  the  military  depart¬ 
ments  outlining  the  needs  of  the  various 
facilities,  both  in  this  country  and  out¬ 
side  this  country,  they  totaled  over 
$4  billion.  In  turn,  they  were  reduced 
by  the  military  departments  in  the  Pen¬ 
tagon  to  $2,130,604,000.  A  review  of  the 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  for  Properties  and  Installations 
reduced  this  figure  to  $1,368,554,000, 
which  was  further  reduced  to  $1,299,- 
297,000  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

After  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  finished  with  its  examination  of  this 
request  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  the  Department  of  Defense,  the 
committee  further  reduced,  and  it  now 
comes  to  us  $109,247,000  under  the 
budget.  The  total  authorization  for  new 
construction  called  for  in  titles  I,  II, 
and  III  of  this  bill  amounts  to  $1,190,- 
050,000. 

Added  to  this  figure  should  be  the 
amount  of  $57,128,000  recommended  in 
title  V  of  this  bill  by  the  committee  for 
construction  of  facilities  for  each  of  the 
Reserve  components  and  that  for  defi¬ 
ciency  authorizations  of  $560,000.  This 
brings  the  total  authorization  called  for 
in  the  bill  to  $1,251,907,000. 

I  congratulate  the  chairman  and  the 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  for  the  excellent  job  it  has  done. 
In  reporting  out  H.R.  5674,  the  committee 
issued  a  unanimous  report  favoring  its 
adoption. 

I  urge  adoption  of  this  resolution. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  of 
no  opposition  to  the  consideration  of  this 
bill,  and  I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  7  minutes  to  the  distinguished  ma¬ 


jority  leader,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack], 

(Mr.  McCORMACK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  to  speak  out  of  order.) 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker, 
every  one  of  us  are  very  sorry  at  the 
resignation  of  John  Poster  Dulles  as 
Secretary  of  State.  John  Foster  Dulles 
is  a  remarkable  man,  one  whom  I  admire 
very  much.  He  and  I  have  been  sort  of 
kindred  spirits  in  connection  with  the 
fundamental  problems  that  confront  the 
world  of  today.  Not  that  I  am  associat¬ 
ing  myself  with  him  from  the  angle  of 
trying  to  enhance  myself,  but  it  happens 
that  he  and  I,  on  fundamental  policies 
concerning  our  country,  looked  pretty 
much  eye  to  eye. 

I  admired  him  not  only  for  his  great 
capacity,  but  for  his  determination  and 
his  strong  willpower,  and  for  the  great 
moral  courage  he  has  always  displayed. 
Whether  one  agreed  with  him  or  not  on 
every  one  of  his  policies,  everyone 
knows  that  he  is  a  dedicated  American 
and  that  the  policies  that  he  devised  or 
helped  to  devise  he  felt  were  for  the  best 
interests  of  our  country.  He  will  go  down 
in  history,  in  my  opinion,  as  one  of  the 
outstanding  Secretaries  of  States  of  our 
great  Nation. 

During  this  trying  period  in  the 
world’s  history  he  has  served  as  a  bul¬ 
wark  of  strength  not  only  to  our  coun¬ 
try  but  to  the  nations  of  the  world  who 
want  to  be  free  under  their  own  law. 
He  was  always  a  constant  hope  to  the 
hundreds  of  millions  of  captive  citizens 
or  residents  of  satellite  nations  who  are 
subject  to  Communist  viciousness  and 
dictatorship  but  who  are  hoping  for  the 
early  return  of  their  liberties  and  of  the 
independence  of  their  country. 

I  am  glad  to  note  that  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  will  continue  to  look  to  him  for 
advice  and  will  continue  to  consult  with 
him.  We  all  hope  that  God  will  shower 
his  blessings  upon  him  and  improve  his 
health  so  that  he  will  be  with  us  for 
many  years  to  come,  and  that  he  will  be 
able  to  give  to  President  Eisenhower  and 
to  our  country,  in  the  trying  days  ahead 
the  benefit  of  his  great  capacity,  his 
strength  of  character,  and  of  his  moral 
courage. 

John  Foster  Dulles  knows  the  Com¬ 
munist  mind.  He  knows  the  origin  of  the 
thinking  of  the  Communists.  And,  un¬ 
less  one  knows  the  origin  of  the  thinking 
of  the  Communists  he  is  going  to  be  de¬ 
ceived  by  what  they  say  and  what  they 
do.  J ohn  Foster  Dulles  knows  that  Com¬ 
munist  thinking — and  I  am  talking  about 
the  Communists  in  fact,  those  in  the 
Kremlin  and  other  Communists  in  facts*— 
originates  in  one  word. 

That  word  is  “hate” — the  idea  that 
might  is  right,  the  grave  is  the  end,  the 
state  is  all-powerful,  the  individual  is 
only  a  cog  in  the  wheel  of  state  to  be 
used  as  those  in  control,  the  dictator  and 
the  clique  around  him,  want  to  use  him. 

Unless  one  understands  the  origin  of 
the  thinking  of  the  Communist  mind  he 
will  be  deceived  by  what  they  say  and 
what  they  do.  John  Foster  Dulles  knows 
the  origin  of  the  Communist  thinking, 
the  “hate”  that  dominates  their  minds. 
They  are  the  prisoners  of  an  ideology 


that  emanates  from  “hate,”  hatred  of 
everything  that  is  contrary  to  what  they 
want  and  what  they  believe  in,  their 
false  ideology. 

I  think  the  finest  evidence  of  John 
Foster  Dulles’  greatness  is  the  fact  that 
the  Kremlin  fears  him,  because  any  man 
the  Kremlin  fears  must  possess  qualities 
that  are  of  the  highest  nature  from  the 
angle  of  those  who  want  freedom  under 
their  own  law. 

I  hope  the  successor  of  John  Foster 
Dulles,  appointed  by  the  President  and 
confirmed  by  the  Senate,  will  follow  the 
policy  of  firmness  that  John  Foster 
Dulles  so  well  exemplified,  many  times 
under  trying  conditions  when  he  was 
misunderstood.  I  hope  that  in  the  For¬ 
eign  Ministers  meeting  we  will  insist,  as 
the  President  has  said  and  as  John 
Foster  Dulles  has  so  well  said,  on  evi¬ 
dence  of  progress  being  made  before  we 
enter  into  the  summit  meeting,  for  John 
Foster  Dulles,  as  I  know  him  and  read 
him,  would  never  stand  for  a  summit 
meeting  at  any  price.  To  me,  that  would 
be  a  dangerous  role  for  the  free  world 
to  follow.  I  hope  our  country  will  ad¬ 
here  to  that  policy,  and  I  hope  his  suc¬ 
cessor,  whoever  may  be  appointed,  will 
have  the  firmness  and  the  moral  cour¬ 
age  that  John  Foster  Dulles  possesses. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  May  I  commend  the 
majority  leader  on  the  very  splendid 
statement  he  has  made.  We  all  realize 
the  sentiment  that  prompts  it.  We  all 
realize  the  admiration  and  the  respect 
that  is  involved  in  what  he  has  just  said. 
It  is  further  evidence  of  the  fact  that 
when  matters  involving  the  security  of 
our  country,  our  foreign  policy,  are  be¬ 
fore  us,  there  is  no  center  aisle  to  divide 
us. 

May  I  say  further,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
on  yesterday  on  the  floor  I  had  a  few 
words  to  say  of  respect,  admiration,  and 
gratitude  for  John  Foster  Dulles,  so  I 
shall  not  say  anything  further  at  this 
time.  However,  I  did  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  on  the  admirable  state¬ 
ment  he  has  just  made. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  appreciate  what 
my  friend  has  said.  What  I  have  said 
represents  not  only  my  own  views.  I 
try  to  be  objective-minded.  I  have 
watched  John  Foster  Dulles  through  the 
years,  and  my  admiration  for  him  has 
increased  and  increased.  My  feeling 
has  progressed  from  one  that  was  not  so 
favorable  to  him  to  one  of  intense  ad¬ 
miration  as  I  have  watched  the  man,  as 
I  have  analyzed  his  mind  and  seen  his 
grim  determination  and  great  coinage, 
all  for  the  national  interest  of  our  coun¬ 
try.  So  I  express  not  only  my  own  views 
but  I  am  confident  I  express  those  not 
of  Democrats  or  Republicans  in  this 
House  but  of  all  of  us  as  Americans. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
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of  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize  cer¬ 
tain  construction  at  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  5674,  with 
Mr.  Smith  of  Mississippi  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Vinson] 
will  be  recognized  for  1  hour,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Arends] 
will  be  recognized  for  1  hour. 

'  The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Vinson]. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  at  I  may  require. 

(Mr.  VINSON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill, 
H.R.  5674,  is  known  as  the  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1960. 

This  is  strictly  an  authorization  bill. 

The  grand  total  of  all  authorities 
granted  in  the  bill  is  $1,251,907,000. 

Now,  this  total  is  made  up  of  a  num¬ 
ber  of  elements  and  is  broken  down  as 
follows:  Army,  $199,045,000;  Navy,  $182,- 
283,000;  Air  Force,  $808,722,000;  Reserve 
components,  $57,128,000;  deficiency  au¬ 
thorization,  $4,729,000. 

As  I  stated  a  moment  ago,  the  grand 
total  of  all  these  authorities  is  $1,251,- 
907,000. 

Let  me  call  your  attention  to  the  fact 
that  these  deficiency  authorizations,  to- 
toling  $4.7  million,  represents  increases 
in  cost  for  previously  authorized  proj¬ 
ects.  Either  the  original  estimate  of  cost 
was  too  low  or  it  is  attributable  to  a 
rise  in  cost. 

I  might  say  in  this  connection,  I  am 
pleased  to  draw  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  2  years  ago,  the  deficiency  au¬ 
thorization  was  $183  million.  And  last 
year  it  was  $43  million.  This  indicates 
that  the  construction  programs  being 
submitted  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
are  better  planned  and  better  thought 
out  than  they  have  been  in  the  past. 

RESCISSIONS 

Also  in  the  past,  there  was  a  great 
gap  between  authorizations  and  appro¬ 
priations.  This  the  committee  felt  was 
unwise.  I  am  happy  to  report  that  an 
automatic  repealer  provision  which  we 
placed  in  the  bill  several  years  ago  and 
which  has  appeared  in  it  each  year  since 
is  bringing  these  authorizations  and  ap¬ 
propriations  into  reasonable  balance  to¬ 
day. 

Here  is  how  they  line  up:  Unfunded 
authorization  at  the  end  of  fiscal 
1957  was  almost  $2.2  billion.  At  the 
end  of  fiscal  1958,  the  figure  was  $1.9 
billion.  The  estimated  amount  of  un¬ 
funded  authorization  at  the  end  of  this 
fiscal  year — 1959 — is  about  $1  billion. 

I  am  glad  to  state  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  estimates  that  the  amount  of  un¬ 
funded  authorization  which  will  be 
available  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1960 
will  be  only  about  $444  million. 


APPROPRIATIONS  TO  BE  REQUESTED 

For  this  construction,  the  Department 
of  Defense  is  requesting  from  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  $1,479  million 
for  the  Regular  Forces  and  $61  million 
for  the  Reserve  construction.  This  fig¬ 
ure,  of  course,  is  somewhat  larger  than 
the  bill  and  this  is  explained  by  the  fact 
that  some  previous  authority  is  also  be¬ 
ing  funded  this  year. 

Now,  this  construction  bill  and  the 
justification  for  it  is,  of  course,  a  re¬ 
flection  of  the  size  of  our  Armed  Forces. 
This  year,  it  is  based  on  870,000  men  in 
the  Army,  864  ships  in  the  Navy,  and 
102  wings  authorized  for  June  30,  1960, 
for  the  Air  Force. 

Each  of  the  services  has  its  physical 
plant  requirement  which,  together  with 
the  men  and  the  weapons,  makes  up  the 
-  total  of  our  defense.  The  physical  plant 
is  an  absolutely  essential  part  of  the 
defense  structure  and  it  must  be  im¬ 
proved,  added  to,  and  kept  modem  all 
of  the  time. 

Now,  a  bill  of  this  kind  has  its  origin 
in  the  requests  made  by  the  field  estab¬ 
lishments  of  the  three  services.  It  is 
then  submitted  through  channels  to  the 
particular  military  department  head¬ 
quarters  in  Washintgon.  That  depart¬ 
ment  reviews  it  and  it  is  finally  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  military 
department  for  his  approval.  The  pro¬ 
gram  then  goes  to  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  and  specifically  to  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Properties  and 
Installations,  a  position  now  very  com¬ 
petently  held  by  Mr.  Floyd  S.  Bryant. 

Mr.  Bryant’s  job  is  to  review  and  co¬ 
ordinate  all  of  the  military  construction 
programs,  making  certain,  for  example, 
that  facilities  of  one  service  that  are  not 
now  being  used  to  full  capacity  be  used 
by  another  service.  This  office  takes 
the  overall  view  of  the  total  construction 
program. 

Following  this  process  this  year  from 
a  dollar  standpoint,  the  picture  is  this: 
The  field  offices  of  the  three  depart¬ 
ments  made  requests  for  construction 
totaling  over  $4  billion.  This  was  cut 
by  the  military  departments  themselves 
to  about  $2,131  million.  Mr.  Bryant’s 
office  cut  this  figure  to  $1,368  million 
and  the  review  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  resulted  in  a  bill  of  only 
$1,299,297,000. 

The  committee,  after  its  close  and 
detailed  scrutiny  of  the  bill  by  line  item, 
cut  $109  million  from  the  program  so 
that  the  bill  which  you  have  before  you 
now  represents  a.  total  of  $1,190,050,000. 

All  of  the  figures  that  I  have  just 
given  refer  to  the  program  for  the  Regu¬ 
lar  establishment.  The  Reserve  portion 
of  the  bill,  which  totals  about  $57  mil¬ 
lion,  remained  pretty  stable  throughout 
the  reviews  and  I,  therefore,  have  not 
injected  it  into  this  overall  picture. 

The  bill  contains  almost  2,000  in¬ 
dividual  line  items.  These  line  items  are 
carried  in  what  are  called  backup  books 
and  I  have  brought  one  of  these  books — 
only  one  of  them — today  in  order  that 
you  can  have  some  idea  of  the  amount 
of  detailed  study  which  goes  into  one 
of  these  bifis.  This  particular  book  has 
347  pages  and  it  is  only  1  of  10  books. 


I  know  you  realize  that  it  would  be 
impossible  for  me  to  go  into  any  great 
detail  with  respect  to  a  program  of  this 
size  within  the  limitations  of  time  al¬ 
lotted  for  the  consideration  of  this  bill. 
Indeed,  it  would  take  as  long  for  me  to 
explain  it  in  that  fashion  as  it  took 
the  committee  to  study  it  during  its 
hearings. 

Therefore,  I  will  deal  with  some  of 
the  highlights  of  the  program  in  order 
to  make  the  general  picture  clear. 

Of  the  total  amount  requested,  over 
$400  million,  or  31  percent,  is  in  direct 
support  of  our  ballistic  missile  programs 
of  the  three  services.  Approximately 
$266  million,  or  20  percent,  is  for  ex¬ 
panding  air  defense  systems;  $223  mil¬ 
lion,  or  17  percent,  is  to  support  research 
and  development  and  missile  defense; 
and  $110  million,  or  10  percent,  is  to 
improve  the  capabilities  of  the  Strategic 
Air  Command. 

This  does  not  total  100  percent  but 
gives  the  major  portions  of  the  total 
bill. 

I  would  also  like  to  describe  the  high¬ 
lights  of  the  programs  for  each  of  the 
three  military  departments.  Prior  to 
doing  that,  however,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  one  important  fact  which  goes  di¬ 
rectly  to  the  question  of  construction 
costs,  and  that  is,  that  96  percent  of 
all  the  construction  contracts  let  by  the 
military  departments  during  fiscal  year 
1958  were  on  a  bid  basis. 

The  competition  is  strong  and  the 
prospective  contractors  make  the  closest 
possible  estimates  in  order  to  get  the 
jobs.  There  is  no  greater  assurance, 
to  my  mind,  of  getting  a  dollar’s  worth 
of  construction  for  a  dollar  spent  than 
this  bid  process. 

ARMY 

Let  us  look  first  at  the  Army  program. 
Almost  30  percent,  or  $67  million,  is  for 
facilities  in  support  of  research,  devel¬ 
opment,  and  test  activities  of  the  Nike- 
Zeus  program.  Over  21  percent,  or  al¬ 
most  $50  million,  is  for  the  construction 
of  Nike-Hercules,  Hawk,  and  Missile 
Master  facilities  in  the  United  States 
and  overseas.  The  other  percentages 
are  all  relatively  small  and  I  will  describe 
only  a  few  of  them. 

Six  percent,  or  $14  million,  is  for 
maintenance  and  storage  facilities  at 
major  existing  installations  in  the 
United  States  and  overseas.  Almost  5 
percent  is  for  essential  utilities  at  our 
major  installations  within  the  United 
States.  These  utilities  include  emer¬ 
gency  powerplants,  heating  systems, 
sewage  disposal,  storm  drainage,  roads, 
and  other  such  items. 

Only  4  percent  of  the  Army  program 
is  devoted  to  service  clubs,  chapels, 
schools,  and  other  similar  facilities. 

NAVY 

The  Navy  program  has  no  individual 
large  percentage  breakdowns.  The  larg¬ 
est,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  is  18  percent,  or 
$35  million,  to  support  aircraft  carriers 
of  the  carrier  striking  force.  Fifteen 
percent,  or  almost  $30  million,  is  for 
barracks  and  bachelor  officers  quarters 
and  their  allied  facilities.  Fourteen  per¬ 
cent,  or  almost  $28  million,  is  devoted 
to  missile  programs  and  particularly. 
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those  related  to  the  Pacific  Missile 
Range,  Point  Mugu,  Calif. 

All  of  the  other  percentages  are  rela¬ 
tively  small.  Typical  of  them  is  $11 
million  or  6  percent  for  construction  in 
connection  with  the  eastward  extension 
of  the  distant  early  warning  line. 

AIR  FORCE 

By  far  the  large  portion  of  the  Air 
Force  program  is  represented  by  con¬ 
struction  in  support  of  ballistic  missiles. 
This  comprises  43  percent,  or  $374  mil¬ 
lion,  of  the  Air  Force  total. 

Almost  9  percent— or  $77  million— is 
for  construction  of  facilities  within  the 
United  States  to  support  the  Strategic 
Air  Command. 

Four  percent — or  $34  million — relates 
to  construction  for  fighter  interceptor 
squadrons  at  bases  in  and  outside  the 
United  States. 

The  next  largest  percentage  is  only 
3.8  percent — or  $44 V2  million — for  work 
in  support  of  the  ballistic  missile  early 
warning  system. 

All  the  remaining  divisions  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  are  in  the  1  to  3  percent  category. 

Let  me  say  that  in  reviewing  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Air  Force,  we  are  try¬ 
ing  to  take  into  consideration  that  in 
the  course  of  time,  manpowered  aircraft 
will  gradually  fade  away  like  the  battle¬ 
ship  faded  away  for  the  aircraft  carrier. 
It  is  our  hope  and  expectation  that  many 
of  these  installations  can  be  used  in  the 
missile  era  without  requiring  any  con¬ 
struction  of  a  support  or  logistic  nature. 

I  might  say  at  this  point  that  all  of 
these  breakdowns  which  I  have  given  are 
dealt  with  in  very  much  greater  detail  in 
the  report.  I  feel  that  almost  any  ques¬ 
tion  which  might  arise  in  your  mind  can 
find  its  answer  in  the  report  which  has 
numerous  headings  and  clearly  under¬ 
standable  divisions. 

LAND 

Last  year  when  I  was  presenting  this 
bill,  I  stated  that  I  was  happy  to  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  land  acquisition  con¬ 
templated  by  the  bill  was  the  smallest  in 
many  years.  This  year,  I  can  state  that 
the  program  is  even  smaller  than  last 
year,  totaling  only  3,062  acres  in  fee  and 
1,302  acres  in  easements  for  a  total  cost 
of  $2,086,000.  In  this  connection,  and 
knowing  of  the  strong  interest  that  we 
all  have  in  the  land  holdings  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  departments,  I  would  like  to  direct 
your  attention  to  page  30  of  the  report 
which  deals  with  this  subject  in  some 
detail. 

From  this  portion  of  the  report,  it  is 
clear  that  every  effort  is  being  made  to 
keep  land  acquisitions  at  a  minimum 
while  disposing  of  the  maximum  amount 
of  defense  real  estate,  consistent,  of 
course,  with  our  continuing  needs. 

Also,  relating  to  this  matter  of  real 
estate  are  some  interesting  facts  set  out 
on  page  32  of  the  report  which  illustrates 
how  existing  installations  belonging  to 
one  military  department  are  being  made 
available  to  another  military  depart¬ 
ment.  You  will  see  several  typical  re¬ 
cent  examples  of  how  well  this  exchange 
of  properties  is  working  out. 


NEW  BASES 

I  am  happy  to  advise  again  this  year 
that  there  are  no  truly  new  bases  in  the 
program.  There  are,  of  course,  some 
new  radar  stations  and  similar  facilities 
but  no  major  bases  of  any  kind  have  been 
added  to  the  inventory  by  this  bill. 

FAMILY  HOUSING 

The  family  housing  program  is  pro¬ 
gressing  in  quite  satisfactory  fashion. 
Where  there  were  over  50,000  Capehart 
units  last  year,  there  are  only  20,676 
units  this  year.  And  as  for  appropriated 
fund  housing,  where  there  were  935  last 
year,  there  are  only  473  this  year. 

COMMITTEE  CHANGES 

I  mentioned  previously  the  great  num¬ 
ber  of  line  items  in  this  bill — almost  2,000 
of  them.  The  bill  which  you  have  before 
you,  of  course,  is  a  clean  bill  with  only  a 
few  last  minute  amendments,  almost  all 
of  which  are  merely  to  correct  typo¬ 
graphical  errors. 

The  bill  on  which  the  committee  held 
its  hearings,  however,  was  amended  in 
over  70  instances  and  as  I  have  said, 
virtually  all  of  these  amendments  were 
by  way  of  reductions  in  the  program — 
over  $109  million  of  them. 

RESERVE  COMPONENTS 

Title  V  of  the  bill  will  provide  specific 
line  item  project  authorization  for  fiscal 
year  1960  for  each  of  the  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents  in  the  following  amounts:  Naval 
and  Marine  Corps  Reserves,  $8,300,000; 
Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000;  Air  Na¬ 
tional  Guard,  $15,536,000;  Army  Reserve, 
$20,748,000;  Army  National  Guard,  $8,- 
451,000;  for  a  total  authorization  of  $57,- 
128,000. 

In  addition,  this  title  provides  for  the 
correction  of  deficiencies  in  cost  esti¬ 
mates  for  several  items  authorized  by  the 
Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1958 — 
title  VI  of  last  year’s  military  construc¬ 
tion  bill— amounting  to  $560,000,  and  for 
a  rescission  of  $2,022,000  of  previous  au¬ 
thorization  of  proj  ects  no  longer  required 
by  the  respective  Reserve  components 
because  of  reprograming. 

The  Department  of  Defense  had  re¬ 
quested  a  total  of  $56,995,000  of  authori¬ 
zation  for  new  projects  during  fiscal  year 
1960.  The  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
carefully  screened  these  requests  in  con¬ 
nection  with  its  review  of  the  total  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Reserve  forces  facili¬ 
ties  program  and  concluded  that  the 
requests  were  well  justified  and  the  prog¬ 
ress  of  the  entire  program  satisfactory. 

Accordingly  the  committee  approved 
the  entire  program  requested  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  and  added  two 
minor  additions  amounting  to  $135,000. 

The  proposed  authorization  provided 
for  the  Reserve  components  for  fiscal 
year  1960,  therefore,  is  $57,128,000. 

CONCLUSION 

Now,  that  is  the  military  construction 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1960.  While  I  have 
dealt  only  with  the  highlights  of  the  bill, 
I  hope  that  my  remarks  coupled  with 
the  very  detailed  report,  will  give  you  a 
picture  sufficiently  clear  to  warrant  your 
support  of  this  important  legislation. 


This  bill  merely  represents  one  of  the 
three  essential  elements  of  our  Defense 
Establishment — construction — the  other 
two,  of  course,  being  the  men  and  the 
equipment. 

This  bill  does  nothing  more  than  pro¬ 
vide  the  essential  construction  items 
needed  to  provide  a  base  from  which  our 
forces  can  fight  both  in  this  country  and 
overseas. 

I  have  noted  the  fact  that  a  great 
many  details  relating  to  the  program  are 
contained  in  the  report  which  is  avail¬ 
able  to  every  Member.  The  hearings 
have  been  printed  and  are  also  available. 
And,  of  course,  they  have  even  greater 
detail  since  this  year  the  committee  made 
a  special  effort  to  hold  most  of  its  hear¬ 
ings  in  open  session.  Almost  all  of  the 
committee’s  deliberations  are  contained 
in  the  hearing.  Only  the  highly  classi¬ 
fied  details  with  respect  to  some  of  the 
items  were  heard  in  closed  session. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  have  not  used  the 
time  allotted  me,  20  minutes,  I  will  be 
glad  to  yield  to  any  Member  for  any 
question  that  he  may  wish  to  ask. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  think  the  gentleman 
will  anticipate  my  question  because  I 
have  asked  it  every  year  for  the  last  9 
or  10  years.  Is  there  any  money  in  this 
bill  for  the  Truman  airport  at  Grand 
View,  Mo.? 

Mr.  VINSON.  A  few  years  ago,  as  a 
result  of  the  constant  inquiry  by  the 
gentleman  and  his  calling  it  the  Truman 
Air  Force  Base,  we  changed  the  name, 
not  to  mislead  him,  of  course,  because 
that  could  not  be  done,  nor  would  we  do 
that,  but  we  felt  that  we  should  honor 
two  outstanding  officers  who  made  the 
supreme  sacrifice  and  it  is  now  named 
after  them.  This  place  that  used  to  be 
referred  to  in  a  most  inquisitive  manner 
by  our  able  and  distinguished  colleague 
from  Iowa  no  longer  is  known  as  Grand¬ 
view,  but  it  is  Richards-Gebaur  Air 
Force  Base,  Mo.  Yes;  there  is  some 
money  in  this  bill  for  it.  The  total 
amount  is  $866,000. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Georgia  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  will  always  remember 
it  as  the  Truman  Airport. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Yes.  And,  I  want  to 
compliment  the  gentleman  on  the  scru¬ 
tiny  with  which  he  has  always  followed 
this;  scrutiny  not  only  with  reference  to 
this  bill  but  all  other  bills  that  come  in 
the  House.  I  know  of  no  Member  that 
is  more  diligent  in  studying  legislation 
closely  than  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  remarks  and  his  kindness  to  me 
at  all  times. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  mean  every  word  of 
it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  One  other  question. 
Has  the  Continental  Air  Command  been 
moved  to  the  Truman  Air  Base  at  Grand¬ 
view,  Mo.? 
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Mr.  VINSON.  No;  it  has  not.  This 
is  an  Air  Defense  Command  base.  The 
Continental  Air  Command  stays  at 
Mitchell  Field,  N.Y. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  did  not  think  it  would 
ever  be  moved  there. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee  about  the  item  of  $10  million 
for  the  North  American  Air  Defense 
Command  which  was  contained  in  his 
original  bill.  I  note  this  item  was  elimi¬ 
nated  in  the  revised  bill. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  will  be  glad  to  inform 
the  gentleman  and  the  committee. 
When  that  matter  was  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  it  had  not  been  specifically  lo¬ 
cated,  and  we  were  not  wax-ranted  in 
spending  money  for  bases  where  we  do 
not  know  where  they  would  be  located. 
So,  we  hesitated  and  we  did  not  make 
any  appropriation.  Now  I  understand 
it  has  been  located.  We  did  not  include 
it  in  the  bill.  No  doubt  it  might  be  con¬ 
sidered  for  insertion  after  a  hearing  is 
had  on  the  other  side. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  On  March  20  it 
was  announced  that  the  new  headquar¬ 
ters  would  be  located  in  Cheyenne  Moun¬ 
tain,  near  Colorado  Springs. 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  was  long  after  we 
had  concluded  our  hearings  and  reported 
the  bill. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  The  gentleman 
referred  to  waiting  until  the  bill  is  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  suggest  that  would  be 
the  proper  way  to  consider  the  matter. 
We  were  not  able  to  consider  it  because 
it  had  not  been  located. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  The  gentleman  is 
not  opposed  to  the  item,  then? 

Mr.  VINSON.  No. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  And  the  only  rea¬ 
son  it  was  passed  over  was  because  the 
site  had  not  been  announced  at  the  time 
the  hearings  were  held. 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  right.  After 
the  facts  are  brought  out  in  the  Senate, 
I  am  sure  it  will  be  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mrs.  GRIFFITHS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Michigan. 

Mrs.  GRIFFITHS.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  if  there  is 
money  in  this  bill  to  change  the  Nike 
bases  to  receive  another  type  of  missile. 

Mr.  VINSON.  On  that  general  sub¬ 
ject  I  would  like  to  say  this:  It  is  to  be 
expected  that  as  aviation  fades  away 
over  a  period  of  time — and  man-powered 
aii-craft  is  bound  in  the  course  of  time 
to  fade  away,  just  like  the  battleship 
faded  away  before  the  airplane  carrier — 
missiles  will  come  into  being.  It  is  to 
be  hoped  that  pi-actically  all  of  these 
bases  that  are  now  used  for  man-oper¬ 
ated  aircraft  can  be  appropriately  used 
without  additional  expenditure  to  set 
them  up  specifically  for  missile  bases. 
Did  I  answer  the  gentlewoman’s  ques¬ 
tion? 


Mrs.  GRIFFITHS.  Is  there  money  in 
the  bill  to  change  the  Nike  bases  to  re¬ 
ceive  another  type  of  missile? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  can  recall  nothing 
of  that  kind. 

Mrs.  GRIFFITHS.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VANIK.  In  connection  with  mili¬ 
tary  construction,  to  what  extent  are  we 
using  counterpart  funds?  Are  we  using 
them  to  the  fullest  extent  possible? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Of  course,  all  I  know 
about  that  is  what  I  read  in  the  papers 
when  Members  go  abroad.  We  do  not 
use  countei-part  funds.  We  use  what  is 
called  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
funds. 

And  that  is  in  the  bill  with  reference 
to  cex-tain  consti'uction  abi-oad, 

Mr.  VANIK.  In  studying  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill  that  deal  with  militai-y 
housing  construction  abroad - 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  see  there  are  limita¬ 
tions  on  room  size  and  space  size  with 
respect  to  such  expenditures  that  are 
made  out  of  appropi-iated  funds. 

Mr.  VINSON.  There  are  appropriated 
fund  houses  in  this  bill.  We  prescribe 
how  much  money  is  involved  and  the 
types  of  the  housing.  There  are  also 
certain  restrictions  with  reference  to 
Capehart  houses,  and  these  appear  in  the 
basic  Capehai-t  law. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Would  that  limitation 
preclude  the  use  of  counterpart  funds  for 
construction?  Would  it  permit  such 
construction  outside  of  those  limitations 
set  forth  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  VINSON.  No;  they  would  not.  I 
do  not  want  the  gentleman  to  confuse 
his  thinking  between  counterpai-t  funds 
and  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
funds. 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  understand  the  distinc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chaix-man,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  pleased  to  hear 
the  gentleman  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  Public  Law  480  funds  are  being  used 
for  defense  purposes  in  foreign  countries. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Which  means  inversely 
that  this  is  another  subsidy  which  should 
not  be  charged  in  full  to  the  farmers  of 
America. 

Mr.  VINSON.  We  do  a  great  deal  of 
work  abroad  through  what  is  known  as 
Commodity  Credit  Coi-poration  funds. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  In  the 
Capehart  housing  field  did  the  commit¬ 
tee  in  any  instance  deviate  from  the  re¬ 
quest  or  the  recommendations  of  the 
Department  of  Defense,  or  did  the  com¬ 
mittee  go  along? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Very  little  change. 
However,  since  the  committee  reported 
the  bill,  there  have  been  three  bases,  but 
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they  do  not  increase  the  amount  of  dol¬ 
lars  at  all.  They  involve  housing  at 
bases  that  have  been  cleared  by  the 
Budget,  and  at  the  proper  time  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  offer  an  amendment  to  include 
these  Capehart  houses.  When  the  bill 
was  written  up,  they  were  not  included. 
These  places  are  200  units  at  Quantico, 
114  units  at  Loring  Air  Foi-ce  Base,  and 
600  units  at  Travis  Air  Force  Base  in 
California. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  VINSON.  This  does  not  increase 
the  amount  of  money  at  all.  Everyone 
understands  that  evei-y  married  officer 
in  the  service  is  entitled  to  a  quarters 
allowance.  It  averages  about  $90  a 
month  for  all  ranks.  When  they  occupy 
a  Capehart  unit,  or  a  direct-appropri¬ 
ated  house,  or  any  other  Government 
facility,  the  quarters  allowance  is  with¬ 
held.  In  the  last  3  years  we  have  been 
involved  in  about  152,000  units.  When 
these  houses  are  all  paid  for  we  will  re¬ 
cover  in  the  neighborhood  of  $180  mil¬ 
lion  a  year. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON,  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee  one  thing  I  do  not  quite  un- 
dei'stand.  I  know  what  “classified”  is, 
and  I  can  understand  why  that  should 
be  in  the  bill.  But  what  is  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  various  locations,  locations 
not  specified,  as  compared  with  classi¬ 
fied  locations? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  think  the  question  is 
warranted  since  these  teims  could  very 
well  cause  confusion. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  You  have 
classified  set  out  and  I  can  understand 
that,  but  what  would  be  the  difference 
between  a  various  location  and  a  clas¬ 
sified  location? 

Mr.  VINSON.  There  frequently  is  no 
difference  at  all. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  could  not 
undei’stand.  We  have  three  different 
entries  here,  and  I  could  not  see  why 
you  could  not  call  them  all  classified.  I 
was  merely  asking  why  you  did  not 
put  them  all  under  one  group  of  classi¬ 
fied  rather  than  have  them  put  under 
separate  groups.  That  is  what  I  could 
not  understand. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Generally  speaking, 
“various  locations,”  when  so  refei'red  to 
in  the  Air  Force  portion  of  the  bill,  for 
example,  relate  to  aii'craft  control  and 
warning  sites  throughout  the  United 
States;  There  are  a  great  number  of 
these  and  many  of  them  involve  only 
minor  items  of  consti’uction.  “Classi¬ 
fied”  installations,  of  course,  speak  for 
themselves.  “Locations  not  specified” 
appears  three  times  in  the  bill  and  re¬ 
lates  to  the  authority  that  Congress  is 
granting  this  year,  and  has  granted  in 
the  past,  for  what  I  will  call  “emer¬ 
gency”  construction.  In  other  words,  it 
is  not  known  at  this  time  how  or  where 
the  authority  would  be  used.  Therefore, 
the  locations  are  “not  specified.” 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  desii’e. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  has  given  a  fine  detailed  de¬ 
scription  of  what  is  in  H.R.  5674  and  the 
construction  items  that  are  contained  in 
it. 

First,  as  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  indicated,  the  bill  which  is  before 
us  is  to  provide  construction  and  other 
related  authority  for  the  military  de¬ 
partments  within  and  outside  the  United 
States  including  authority  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  facilities  for  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents.  The  total  sum  of  the  author¬ 
ization  contained  in  the  bill  is  $1,251,- 
957,000.  The  Army  would  be  authorized 
almost  $200  million,  the  Navy  some  $183 
million  and  the  Air  Force  $811  million, 
with  a  total  of  $57  million  for  the  various 
units  of  the  Reserve  forces. 

I  want  to  assure  every  Member  of  the 
House  that  the  committee,  during  its  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  program,  has  made  a 
detailed  examination  of  the  projects 
which  make  up  the  bill  and  the  major 
programs  which  they  support.  We 
found,  during  our  hearings,  that  this  bill 
is  the  result  of  sound  detailed  planning 
in  the  three  military  departments.  The 
program  was  given  repeated  reviews 
within  each  military  department,  fol¬ 
lowed  by  additional  reviews  within  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

We  found  these  reviews  to  be  objec¬ 
tive  and  thorough.  As  has  been  stated, 
the  program  originally  presented  by  the 
field  offices  to  the  military  departments 
totaled  in  excess  of  $4  billion.  After  re¬ 
view  and  screening  within  the  military 
departments,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  this  amount  was  reduced  to  $1.3 
billion. 

The  committee  during  its  review  cut 
over  $109  million  from  the  bill  so  that  the 
total  of  the  bill  as  you  see  it  before  you 
today  is  $1,251,957,000. 

The  committee  found  that  there  has 
been  great  improvement  in  the  formula¬ 
tion  of  military  construction  programs, 
and  it  took  particular  care  to  verify  that 
all  projects  included  in  this  bill  were 
needed  to  support  long-term  future  mili¬ 
tary  plans  and  to  eliminate  items  for 
which  a  compelling  military  necessity 
did  not  exist. 

I  think  that  the  whole  purpose  of  the 
bill  could  well  be  expressed  by  stating 
that  it  contains  construction  which,  first, 
is  necessary  in  the  support  of  new  weap¬ 
ons  systems  and  new  defense  concepts; 
second,  is  needed  in  the  augmenta¬ 
tion  of  existing  bases  to  support  changes 
in  weapons  and  operating  concepts  due 
to  advancing  technological  development 
and  third,  is  required  to  modernize  sup¬ 
porting  facilities  against  the  ravages  of 
time  in  order  to  assure  adequate  support 
at  a  time  of  urgent  or  emergency 
demand. 

Needless  to  say,  military  construction 
is  the  basic  support  needed  for  military 
operations.  For  many  of  our  major 
weapons  and  defense  programs,  military 
construction  is  the  initial  step  in  pro¬ 
graming  and  budgetary  actions  be¬ 
cause  of  long  leadtimes  necessary  to 
produce  completed  usable  facilities. 
Also,  because  of  the  nature  of  new 
weapons  systems  and  operational  con¬ 


cepts,  base  facilities  are  increasingly  be¬ 
coming  an  integral  part  of  the  weapons 
systems.  This  is  illustrated  in  the  mis¬ 
sile  operating  forces.  Therefore,  it  is 
vital  that  construction  be  planned  and 
started  well  in  advance,  so  as  to  be  ready 
when  the  new  weapons  are  finished. 

It  was  entirely  clear  from  th.e  testi¬ 
mony  taken  by  the  committee  during  its 
extended  hearings  that  the  basic  policy 
of  the  Defense  Department  continues  to 
have  as  principal  elements,  first,  the 
consideration  that  our  primary  respon¬ 
sibility  is  that  of  protecting  the  ability 
of  this  country  to  retaliate  with  large 
weapons  in  case  of  an  outbreak  of  gen¬ 
eral  war;  second,  but  equally  pressing, 
the  responsibility  to  provide  a  capacity 
to  apply  military  force  promptly  in  vari¬ 
ous  local  conflict  areas  of  the  free  world, 
and,  third,  continuing  a  strong  conti¬ 
nental  air  defense  and  maintenance  of 
open  sea  lanes.  The  items  in  this  bill 
support  these  policies. 

As  I  stated  at  the  beginning  of  my 
remarks,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  House  has 
already  heard  the  details  of  the  bill  from 
the  chairman  of  the  committee.  I  hold 
myself  ready,  as  do  all  members  of  the 
committee,  to  answer  any  questions  or 
provide  any  further  information  which 
any  Member  of  the  House  may  wish  to 
have. 

I  will  conclude  on  the  note  that  the 
bill  is  a  well-thought-out  one,  has  re¬ 
ceived  the  closest  study  within  the  mili¬ 
tary  departments,  in  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  and  in  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  I  think  that  the  cuts 
made  by  the  committee  totaling  $L09 
million  speak  for  themselves. 

I  urge  your  support  for  this  bill  as  a 
vital  link  in  the  total  picture  of  our 
defense. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Rivers], 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  5674, 
and  as  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
which  conducted  extensive  hearings  on 
the  authorization  requested  in  H.R.  5674 
for  Reserve  facility  construction  wish  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  congratulate 
Mr.  Vinson  on  his  very  thorough  analysis 
of  the  bill  and  also  to  briefly  review  that 
portion  of  the  legislation  concerned  with 
Reserve  matters. 

Title  V  of  H.R.  5674  contained  the 
authorization  requested  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  new  facilities  for  all  of  the  Re¬ 
serve  components  of  the  Army,  Navy, 
and  Air  Force. 

A  total  of  $57,128,000  of  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  new  projects,  including  expan¬ 
sions  and  alterations  of  existing  facili¬ 
ties,  has  been  requested.  This  total  is 
divided  as  follows:  $20,748,000  for  the 
Army  Reserve;  $8,451,000  for  the  Army 
National  Guard;  $8,300,000  for  the  Naval 
and  Marine  Corps  Reserve;  $4,093,000 
for  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  $15,536,- 
000  for  the  Air  National  Guard. 

I  would  like  to  briefly  review  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  these  requests  by  various  com¬ 
ponents. 

ARMY  RESERVE 

In  the  case  of  the  Army  Reserve,  au¬ 
thorization  of  $20, 748', 000  proposed  for 
fiscal  year  1960  comprises  62  new  Army 
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Reserve  centers  and  approximately  75 
projects  of  the  nature  of  additions  to 
present  centers.  Of  the  62  new  centers, 
52  are  the  2  smallest  standard  sizes — 
with  capacities  of  100  and  200  Reservists, 
respectively,  and  are  proposed  for  the 
smaller  cities  and  towns  throughout  the 
country.  The  proposed  projects,  other 
than  the  new  centers,  are  mainly  addi¬ 
tions  of  training  and  vehicle  mainte¬ 
nance  space  which  have  been  found  es¬ 
sential  to  the  training  program. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD 

For  the  Army  National  Guard,  the 
proposed  fiscal  year  1960  authorization 
of  $8,451,000  comprises  47  new  armories 
and  13  projects  for  conversion  of  present 
armories  and  5  nonarmory  projects 
which  are  maintenance  and  supply  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities. 

NAVAL  AND  MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE 

Approximately  half  of  the  $8.3  million 
of  new  project  authorization  proposal  for 
the  Reserve  components  of  the  Navy  and 
Marine  Corps  were  for  essential  addi¬ 
tional  facilities  at  established  Naval  Air 
Reserve  installations  which  serve  both 
Naval  Reserve  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve 
aviation.  The  remainder  is  divided  al¬ 
most  evenly  between  the  Naval  Surface 
Reserve,  for  five  berthing  piers  and  four 
training  buildings,  and  the  Marine  Corps 
Reserve  for  five  training  centers. 

AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

The  relatively  small  request  for  the 
Air  Force  Reserve — $4,093,000 — was  jus¬ 
tified  by  the  Department  of  Defense  as 
being  the  result  of  prior  substantial  ful¬ 
fillment  of  its  most  urgent  requirements 
and  consists  of  a  variety  of  operational 
and  support  facilities  at  eight  locations, 
four  of  which  are  municipal  airports  and 
the  remainder  jointly  utilized  military 
airfields. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD 

For  the  Air  National  Guard,  the  au¬ 
thorization  request  of  $15,556,000  consists 
of  high-priority  requirements  for  the  op¬ 
eration  and  support  of  the  Air  National 
Guard  aircraft  at  20  locations;  3  aircraft 
control  and  warning  facilities,  2  of  which 
are  located  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii; 
and  site  preparation  for  one  new  airfield. 
Of  the  20  flying  installations  16  are  at 
civil  airports  and  4  at  jointly  utilized 
military  airfields. 

In  summary,  it  would  appear  at  first 
blush  that  the  authorization  requested 
for  the  Army  Reserve  program  of  $20,- 
748,000  is  disproportionately  higher  than 
the  amounts  requested  for  the  other  Re¬ 
serve  components.  However,  although 
this  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1960  is 
indeed  higher  than  that  requested  for  the 
other  Reserve  components  it  is  not  dis¬ 
proportionate  since  it  reflects  the  fact 
that  the  Army  Reserve  program  has  to 
date  only  achieved  35  percent  of  its  total 
estimated  facilities  requirement  whereas 
the  Navy  has  accomplished  47  percent 
of  its  requirements,  the  Air  Force  Reserve 
and  National  Guard  approximately  75 
percent  of  its  requirements,  and  the 
Army  National  Guard  approximately  85 
percent  of  its  total  estimated  require¬ 
ments. 

Thus,  the  emphasis  on  Army  Reserve 
facilities  is  made  necessary  by  the  fact 
that  the  program  is  appreciably  behind 
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the  others  in  development.  This  lag  in 
development  is  directly  the  result  of  a 
lack  of  Army  Reserve  personnel  prior 
to  1955.  However,  since  the  passage  of 
the  Reserve  Forces  Act  of  1955  by  the 
Congress,  which  was  designed  to 
strengthen  the  Reserve  forces  of  the 
United  States,  the  strength  of  the  Army 
Reserve  program  has  increased  signifi¬ 
cantly  with  the  consequent  necessity  for 
new  facilities  not  previously  required. 

In  respect  to  overall  estimated  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Reserve  facilities  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
indicated  that  a  total  authorization  of 
$1,125  million  will  be  required  to  provide 
all  the  facilities  believed  necessary  for 
the  Reserve  components. 

Approximately  60  percent  of  this  re¬ 
quired  authorization  amounting  to  $668 
million  has  already  been  approved  by 
the  Congress  and  enacted  into  law. 

The  current  bill  will  authorize  an 
additional  $57,128,000  of  authorization 
thus  increasing  the  percentage  of  au¬ 
thorization  of  total  estimated  require¬ 
ments  to  65  percent. 

The  balance  of  35  percent  of  future 
estimated  requirements  will  be  met  by 
future  legislation  and,  as  witnesses  from 
the  Department  of  Defense  have  indi¬ 
cated,  will  be  requested  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  in  amounts  necessarily 
in  step  with  future  individual  program 
requirements. 

In  this  connection  the  committee  ex¬ 
plored  the  possibility  of  accelerating 
completion  of  the  Reserve  forces  pro¬ 
gram  by  increasing  the  total  dollar  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  construction  of  Re¬ 
serve  facilities  during  fiscal  year  1960. 
However,  after  considerable  deliberation 
the  committee  was  of  the  opinion  that 
the  total  authorization  requested  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  was  adequate 
for  the  program  and  properly  geared  to 
future  manpower  and  training  require¬ 
ments. 

Therefore,  the  committee  concluded 
that  any  substantial  increase  in  Reserve 
facilities  authorization  would  be  pre¬ 
mature  and  therefore  in  addition  to  fail¬ 
ing  to  serve  any  useful  purpose  might 
possibly  disrupt  the  orderly  development 
of  the  overall  Reserve  program. 

For  these  reasons  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  approved  the  request  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  approxi¬ 
mately  $57  million  of  authorization  for 
Reserve  facilities  construction  without 
making  any  substantial  changes. 

I  therefore  urge  unanimous  support  of 
this  bill,  since  it  will,  among  other 
things,  permit  the  continued  strength¬ 
ening  of  our  Reserve  forces. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Gavin]. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  this 
time  I  would  like  to  speak  about  the 
Army’s  military  public  works  authoriza¬ 
tion  program. 

The  survival  of  this  Nation  and  of 
the  free  world  demands  that  we  have  a 
means  to  deter  aggression  or  to  defeat 
it  if  deterrence  fails.  Aggression  may 
occur  in  many  forms,  from  the  massive 


thermonuclear  attack  on  this  continent 
to  the  peaceful  seizure  of  free  govern¬ 
ment  by  subversion. 

The  worldwide  threat  of  aggression 
has  its  source  in  ambitious  and  ruthless 
Communist  designs  to  isolate  and  de¬ 
stroy  the  United  States,  the  center  of 
free  world  resistance  to  Communist 
world  domination.  It  is  backed  by  the 
ominous  and  impressive  military  pow¬ 
er  of  the  Soviet  Union,  its  allies,  and  its 
satellities,  built  around  the  largest 
standing  armies  in  peacetime  history 
and  buttressed  by  a  growing  capability 
to  deliver  long-range  nuclear  weapons. 
This  great  military  power  casts  its  fore¬ 
boding  shadow  over  all  Europe  and  Asia 
and  under  this  protective  cover  the 
Communists  have  engaged  in  ceaseless 
probings  to  test  the  will  of  the  free  na¬ 
tions  to  resist.  This  power  has  been  felt 
directly  or  indirectly  in  most  of  the  18 
military  conflicts  that  have  occurred 
since  the  end  of  World  War  n.  In  every 
case  the  Communists  have  fought  for 
limited  objectives  and  their  threats  to 
world  peace  have  been  so  indirect  and 
ambiguous  as  not  to  provoke  a  general 
thermonuclear  war.  They  have  ad¬ 
vanced  by  internal  subversion  and  piece¬ 
meal  military  operations  based  primarily 
on  ground  forces. 

The  Army’s  construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  request  for  fiscal  year  1960,  which 
is  contained  in  title  I  of  H.R.  5674,  rep¬ 
resents  the  most  modest  requirement 
which  could  support  the  Army’s  missions 
and  responsibilities  in  these  troubled 
times.  This  Army  request  should  by  no 
means  be  construed  as  representing  ev¬ 
erything  the  Army  feels  that  it  needs. 
In  truth,  it  is  my  understanding  that 
this  modest  request  represents  only 
about  one-fifth  of  what  the  Army’s  com¬ 
manders  requested  to  carry  out  their  as¬ 
signed  missions.  These  commanders’ 
requests  were  rigidly  screened  within  the 
Army  before  the  Army  presented  its  re¬ 
quest  to  the  Department  of  Defense. 
That  agency  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  operating  within  a  prescribed 
and  austere  budgetary  ceiling,  made  fur¬ 
ther  reductions  in  the  request  so  that 
the  amount  finally  considered  by  the 
committee  amounted  to  little  more  than 
a  half  of  what  the  Army  considered  as 
their  minimal  needs. 

I  do  not  wish  to  belabor  this  point,  but 
I  believe  it  is  important  to  understand 
that  this  Army  request  has  been  devel¬ 
oped  and  reviewed  under  a  most  critical 
and  restrained  set  of  guidelines. 

Now,  if  I  may,  I  would  like  to  recount 
for  you  some  of  the  more  impressive 
contributions  to  our  mutual  safety  which 
these  Army  requests  will  buy  for  us. 

The  most  important  of  the  Army’s 
tasks  today  include  the  maintenance  of 
forces  overseas  in  support  of  our  na¬ 
tional  policies  and  international  com¬ 
mitments  with  our  allies,  furnishing  of 
surface-to-air  missile  defense  for  the 
United  States  and  our  forces  deployed 
overseas,  and  provision  of  a  mobile  com¬ 
bat-ready  strategic  force  here  in  the 
United  States  for  rapid  reinforcement 
of  our  deployed  forces  in  time  of  need. 

In  carrying  out  its  assigned  responsi¬ 
bilities  and  missions  overseas  the  Army 
is  maintaining  40  percent  of  its  Active 
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Army  Forces  in  various  areas  of  the 
world.  To  support  these  units  and  their 
tasks,  the  Army  has  allocated,  exclusive 
of  surface-to-air  missile  requirements, 
some  $35.6  million,  or  17.8  percent  of  the 
total  request. 

In  the  field  of  surface-to-air  missile 
defense  the  Army  has  been  assigned  a 
broad  and  vital  role  in  the  maintenance 
of  an  effective  air  defense  complex  which 
will  protect  our  industrial  and  popula¬ 
tion  centers  as  well  as  our  retaliatory 
forces  and  the  field  Army  Forces  at  home 
and  overseas.  Effective  and  efficient 
fulfillment  of  this  mission  is  vital  to  our 
survival.  To  reinforce  its  capabilities  in 
this  field  the  Army  has  devoted  61.5  per¬ 
cent  or  $123.1  million  of  the  total  au¬ 
thorization  requested.  A  major  portion 
of  this  requirement  is  devoted  to  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities 
for  the  Nike-Zeus  antiballistic  missile 
defense  system  presently  under  develop¬ 
ment. 

Without  detracting  from  the  urgent 
requirements  of  our  deterrent  and  de¬ 
fense  forces,  I  would  like  to  mention  the 
increasingly  important  contribution  to 
the  Army’s  capabilities  that  are  inherent 
in  Army  aviation.  The  Army,  within  the 
limitations  placed  upon  it,  has  developed 
a  family  of  Army  aircraft  which  fulfills 
missions  of  observation,  airlift  for  troops 
and  combat  supplies  in  the  battle  zone, 
communications  and  battlefield  surveil¬ 
lance  and  battlefield  casualty  evacuation. 
These  missions  are  separate  and  distinct 
from  the  broader  responsibilities  of  the 
Air  Force.  Additionally  they  are  devel¬ 
oping  and  testing  new  forms  of  aerial 
transport,  including  such  projects  as  tilt¬ 
wing  aircraft  and  the  flying  jeep.  For 
support  of  these  activities  and  to  provide 
the  operational  and  maintenance  facil¬ 
ities  for  aircraft  now  with  the  field 
forces,  the  Army  has  apportioned  3.8  per¬ 
cent  or  $7.7  million  of  the  total  requested 
in  this  bill. 

Now  departing  for  the  moment  from 
the  military  hardware  aspects  of  this  re¬ 
quest,  I  want  to  address  myself  to  an¬ 
other  very  important  segment  of  this 
program  dealing  with  the  Army’s  press¬ 
ing  needs  for  family  housing. 

With  regard  to  family  housing  to  be 
authorized  by  this  bill,  it  should  be  not¬ 
ed  that  although  the  Army  has  made 
good  progress  in  providing  adequate 
family  housing  during  the  last  3  years, 
the  provision  of  additional  adequate 
family  housing  is  still  one  of  the  most 
pressing  problems  facing  the  military 
services  today.  I  have  taken  a  personal 
interest  in  the  provision  of  family  hous¬ 
ing  for  our  military  people,  and  feel 
strongly  that  the  Congress  should  leave 
nothing  undone  to  provide  satisfactory 
housing  for  all  of  our  military  families. 

This  bill  provides  new  authorization 
for  7,399  units  of  title  VIII  Capehart 
housing,  338  units  of  appropriated  fund 
housing  in  areas  where  Capehart  or  sur¬ 
plus  commodity  housing  is  not  feasible, 
and  557  units  of  surplus  commodity 
housing.  In  addition,  the  bill  also  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  continuation  of  prior  au¬ 
thorization  for  234  units  of  appropriated 
fund  housing.  In  developing  the  family 
housing  construction  projects  in  this  bill, 
full  consideration  was  given  to  the  use 
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of  available  adequate  community  sup¬ 
port  and  private  rental  housing. 

Let  me  remind  you  that  the  provision 
of  adequate  family  housing  ranks  high 
among  the  motivating  factors  for  the  re¬ 
tention  of  trained  military  personnel  in 
the  Armed  Forces,  and  in  maintaining 
the  high  morale  so  necessary  in  the  world 
of  today. 

This  military  public-works  authoriza¬ 
tion  program  is  only  a  small  supporting 
authorization  for  the  overall  need  of  the 
Army.  I  would  like  to  discuss  briefly  the 
crying  need  for  modernization  within 
our  Army  forces. 

The  United  States  emerged  from  World 
War  II  with  the  best  equipped  Army  in 
the  world.  However,  our  Army  has  been 
greatly  cut  in  strength  and  the  majority 
of  its  major  items  of  equipment  have  be¬ 
come  obsolescent  because  of  the  lack  of 
funds  to  modernize  equipment  and  to  re¬ 
place  wornout  equipment.  Today  there 
is  an  urgent  need  for  the  modernization 
of  the  major  items  of  Army  equipment. 
General  Taylor,  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff, 
has  testified  that  the  limited  funds  for 
Army  modernization  is  one  of  his  prin¬ 
cipal  reservations  as  to  the  adequacy  of 
the  defense  budget  for  fiscal  year  1960. 

This  need  arises  from  two  major  cir¬ 
cumstances:  First,  the  rapid  pace  of 
technological  advance  over  the  past  dec¬ 
ade,  and,  second,  the  large,  well- 
equipped,  and  modern  ground  forces  of 
the  Soviet  Union  and  its  satellites.  Yes¬ 
terday’s  weapons  are  today’s  second  best, 
and  tomorrow  they  may  be  obsolete. 
Recognizing  this,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
been  continuously  modernizing  its 
ground  forces  since  the  end  of  World 
War  n.  Their  modernization  program 
is  the  result  of  a  thorough  and  well- 
conceived  plan  carried  out  without  major 
deviation  over  the  past  decade.  The 
program  has  been  supported  by  a  high 
and  stable  production  rate  that  permits 
prompt  replacement  of  normal  losses  and 
obsolescence,  and  transfer  of  increasing 
quantities  of  modern  equipment  of  satel¬ 
lite  armies  and  a  smooth  transition  to 
wartime  production. 

The,Soviet  Army  has  been  able  to  mod¬ 
ernize  and  expand  its  weapons  inventory. 
It  has  sufficient  stocks  of  modern  ma¬ 
teriel  to  equip  an  active  force  of  175  divi¬ 
sions  and  to  support  it  indefinitely  in 
combat.  Their  equipment  includes  the 
means  for  fighting  either  nuclear  or  con¬ 
ventional  wars  anywhere  on  the 
Eurasian  or  Middle  East  land  mass. 
Quality-wise  they  about  equal  our  mod¬ 
ern  equipment;  they  lag  behind  us  in 
some  items;  have  drawn  even  in  others; 
and  surpass  us  in  still  others.  Quantity- 
wise  they  overmatch  us  by  a  margin  of 
5  to  1. 

Because  of  high  and  stable  production 
rates,  some  major  items  of  Soviet  Army 
equipment  have  recently  entered  the  sec¬ 
ond  modernization  cycle  since  World 
War  II.  For  example,  medium  and 
heavy  tanks,  armored  personnel  carriers, 
trucks,  and  rocket  launchers  are  now  in 
the  second  round  of  modernization. 

In  the  light  of  the  Soviet  progress, 
which  is  also  being  reflected  in  the  grow¬ 
ing  materiel  strength  of  their  satellite 
countries,  it  is  of  paramount  importance 
to  modernize  the  equipment  of  the  U.S. 


Army  as  rapidly  as  feasible.  Because  of 
reduced  funds,  U.S.  Army  weapons  in¬ 
ventories  have  declined  since  the  end  of 
the  Korean  war  and  only  limited  im¬ 
provements  have  been  made  in  its 
quality.  , 

The  Army’s'  concept  of  a  versatile 
ground  force  that  would  be  capable  of 
delivering  flexible  and  discriminating 
firepower  upon  hostile  targets  in  limited 
or  all-out  war  was  built  into  its  pentomic 
organization.  Units  organized  under 
this  concept,  if  adequately  equipped, 
would  comprise  a  highly  mobile,  flexible 
force  capable  of  carrying  out  combat 
missions  ranging  from  prompt  suppres¬ 
sion  of  local  aggression  to  the  conduct  of 
major  ground  operations  in  a  general 
thermonuclear  war. 

The  field  army  of  today  requires  con¬ 
tinuous  modernization  of  firepower,  mo¬ 
bility,  communications,  and  surveillance 
equipment,  and  of  logistical  support. 
General  Hodes,  the  Army  Commander  in 
Europe,  has  testified  that  our  ground 
combat  forces  urgently  need  the  new 
medium  tank  with  its  heavier  gun  and 
diesel  engine.  They  need  the  Hawk — 
the  homing-all-the-way-killer-missile — 
which  can  engage  and  destroy  supersonic 
aircraft  whether  flying  at  tree-top  level 
or  more  than  6  miles  above  the  ground. 
The  Army  has  developed  unmanned 
drones  to  obtain  information  on  targets 
and  movements  deep  within  enemy  terri¬ 
tory  and  needs  these  drones  so  that  it 
can  effectively  use  such  weapons  as  the 
Sergeant  missile.  For  improved  mo¬ 
bility,  the  Army  must  have  the  new 
M-113  aluminum  armored  personnel  car¬ 
rier  with  its  greater  speed  and  range. 
Also  needed  are  greater  quantities  and 
improved  models  of  such  unglamorous 
but  essential  items  as  graders  and  bridge¬ 
building  equipment  to  support  combat 
operations. 

The  Army  has  developed  a  phased  and 
reasonable  plan  for  the  modernization 
of  its  major  equipment.  As  its  highest 
priority  objective,  the  Army  proposes 
that  equipment  be  modernized  for  its 
active  divisions  and  for  high  priority 
reserve  units  to  include  sufficient  ma¬ 
teriel  for  combat  support  for  the  initial 
period  of  conflict,  plus  providing  mod¬ 
em  materiel  in  limited  quantities  to 
permit  the  continued  training  of  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  reserve  forces.  To  meet 
these  objectives  would  require  annual 
appropriations  of  about  $2.8  billion  over 
a  5 -year  period.  This  is  approximately 
double  the  amount  provided  in  the 
budget  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This  in¬ 
crease  would  provide  arms  and  equip¬ 
ment  as  modem  as  those  anywhere  in 
the  world  and  in  sufficient  quantities  to 
allow  our  Army  to  carry  out  its  mission 
in  limited  or  general  war  as  part  of  our 
defense  team  and  its  partnership  with 
our  allies. 

We  cannot  expect  that  this  relatively 
modest  additional  investment  will  per¬ 
mit  our  small  Army  by  itself  to  turn 
back  the  175-division  Soviet  Army.  We 
do  not  propose  to  match  the  Soviet 
forces  quantitatively.  A  modem  Army, 
together  with  the  great  tactical  capabil¬ 
ities  of  our  Marine  Corps,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force,  and  in  concert  with  our  allies, 
can  act  promptly  to  suppress  limited  ag¬ 


gression  that  might  other-wise  lead  to 
general  war.  It  can  fill  a  dangerous  gap 
in  our  diversified  deterrent  forces  upon 
which  we  must  depend  to  forestall  all 
kinds  of  Communist  aggression. 

If  any  of  my  colleagues  still  feel  that 
there  is  little  need  for  ground  forces 
in  this  age  of  nuclear  weapons  and  jet 
proplusion,  let  me  refer  them  to  the 
testimony  of  our  military  leaders  before 
Congressional  committees.  Virtually  all 
our  military  leaders  agree  that  limited 
war  is  the  most  likely  form  of  future 
conflict.  Both  General  Taylor  and  Ad¬ 
miral  Burke  have  warned  against  over¬ 
emphasis  of  the  nuclear  deterrent  at  the 
expense  of  other  means  of  defense.  The 
President  himself  has  characterized  an 
all-out  nuclear  war  as  unthinkable.  We 
expect  our  allies,  with  our  assistance,  to 
maintain  adequate  ground  forces  and  to 
provide  modem  equipment  for  them. 
Can  we  reasonably  expect  them  to  do 
this  when  we  neglect  our  own  Army?  In 
fact,  can  we  expect  our  alliances  to  sur¬ 
vive  at  all  in  the  face  of  Communist 
pressure  if  the  only  guarantee  we  can 
offer  them  is  the  assurance  that,  if  the 
Communists  initiate  the  destruction  of 
western  civilization,  we  will  finish  the 
job. 

I  have  studied  the  Army’s  program 
and  I  feel  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  this 
Congress  to  provide  the  funds  to  support 
it.  Our  Army  must  have  the  best  equip¬ 
ment  this  Nation  can  produce,  thereby 
demonstrating  for  those  who  would  de¬ 
stroy  our  way  of  life  that  this  Nation 
is  prepared  to  back  up  its  commitments 
around  the  world  and  to  deter  or  sup¬ 
press  aggression  no  matter  where,  when, 
or  in  what  form  its  occurs. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  she  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  New  York  [Mrs.  St. 
George]. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman, 
included  in  the  bill  before  you  is  a  line 
item  for  the  construction  of  156  family 
housing  quarters  at  the  U.S.  Military 
Academy.  I  wish  to  speak  in  behalf  of 
this  project  and  its  necessity  for  our 
country.  Our  first  President  in  his 
eighth  annual  message  to  Congress  in 
1797  stated: 

The  institution  of  a  military  academy  is 
also  recommended  by  cogent  reasons.  How¬ 
ever  pacific  the  general  policy  of  a  nation, 
may  be,  it  ought  never  to  be  without  a  stock 
of  military  knowledge  for  emergencies  *  •  *. 
[The  art  of  war]  demands  much  previous 
study,  and  *  *  *  [knowledge  of  that  art] 
*  *  *  in  its  most  improved  and  perfect  state 
is  always  of  great  moment  in  the  security  of 
a  nation.  *  *  *  For  this  purpose  an  acad¬ 
emy  where  a  regular  course  of  instruction  is 
given  is  an  *  *  *  expedient  which  different 
nations  have  successfully  employed. 

I  draw  from  this  statement  the  phrase, 
“in  its  most  improved  and  perfect  state 
is  always  of  great  moment  to  the  secu¬ 
rity  of  a  nation,”  to  emphasize  that  in 
the  art  of  war,  under  present  interpre¬ 
tation  national  survival,  there  is  no  sec¬ 
ond  best.  The  item  before  you  for  con¬ 
sideration  is  not  merely  the  construction 
of  housing  but  is  a  most  important  link 
in  the  chain  of  events  in  the  continu¬ 
ing  struggle  to  maintain  our  position  as 
a  first-class  power. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


5500 

You  will  note  that  the  construction 
cost  of  each  unit  will  not  exceed  $19,800 
or  a  total  construction  cost  of  $5,588,000, 
including  costs  of  the  houses,  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  paving  and  outside  utilities.  At 
first  blush,  this  seems  a  costly  endeavor 
indeed.  On  second  look,  however,  an 
analysis  of  the  project  runs  much  deep¬ 
er  than  these  cold  statistics  indicate.  We 
are  faced  with  the  continuing  operation 
of  an  institution  which  has  become  asso¬ 
ciated  over  the  past  half  century  with 
the  the  successful  execution  of  the  com¬ 
plicated  requirements  of  two  world  con¬ 
flicts  and  a  number  of  so-called  limited 
engagements.  We  cannot  afford  to  per¬ 
mit  this  historical  symbol  of  military 
leadership  to  decline  in  the  quality  of  its 
mission  as  the  result  of  a  substandard 
living  condition  for  its  instructor  person¬ 
nel.  The  problem  of  retaining  qualified 
company  grade  officers  in  the  Army  is  a 
real  one.  With  ever-increasing  living 
costs,  a  low  salaried  Army  officer  finds 
Army  service  an  ever-increasing  finan¬ 
cial  hardship.  If  West  Point  is  to  con¬ 
tinue  in  the  quality  of  its  product,  in¬ 
structor  personnel  must  at  least  be  of¬ 
fered  decent  living  accommodations. 

The  shortage  in  housing  at  the  Acadr 
emy  is  a  serious  one.  The  long  range 
family  housing  requirement  for  company 
grade  instructors  at  the  Military  Acad¬ 
emy  is  315  housing  units.  At  present,  a 
great  majority  of  these  officers  are  oc¬ 
cupying  inadequate  quarters.  Commu¬ 
nity  support  offers  only  91  adequate 
quarters  for  the  entire  military  comple¬ 
ment  of  the  Academy.  To  assist  in  alle¬ 
viating  this  critical  shortage  of  officer 
housing  at  the  Academy,  the  Congress 
last  year  in  the  Military  Construction 
Act  of  1958  authorized  the  construction 
of  156  units  of  family  quarters  for  com¬ 
pany  grade  Officers  under  the  provisions 
of  title  VIII  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Cape- 
hart  program. 

The  Chief  of  Engineers,  acting  for  the 
Department  of  the  Army,  proceeded  to 
develop  this  authorized  housing  project, 
but  soon  found  out  that  it  was  impos¬ 
sible  to  construct  the  Capehart  housing 
because  of  cost  limitations.  It  was  not 
possible  to  construct  housing  of  the  au¬ 
thorized  space  and  the  desired  standards 
within  the  statutory  limitaion  for  Cape- 
hart  housing  of  $16,500  per  unit  plus  off¬ 
site  utility  costs  of  not  to  exceed  $1,500 
per  unit.  As  you  know,  this  $16,500  per 
unit  limitation  includes  the  cost  of  the 
house  and  all  utilities  within  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  project. 

Various  studies  were  made  by  the 
Army  and  the  type  of  family  housing 
that  could  be  constructed  using  appro¬ 
priated  funds  as  an  alternative  to  use 
of  Capehart  authorization.  This  idea 
was  in  accordance  with  the  solution 
which  the  Congress  had  provided  in 
other  instances  where  it  was  impracti¬ 
cable  to  construct  Capehart  housing 
due  to  cost  limitations.  Studies  con¬ 
sidered  row  type  housing,  apartment 
type  housing,  and  multi-family  type 
housing.  These  studies  showed  without 
question  that  adherence  to  existing  stat¬ 
utory  cost  limitations  for  company  grade 
family  housing  units  would  result  in  a 
unit  so  small  as  to  be  unserviceable  to  the 


occupants  and  unacceptable  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  as  meeting 
neither  space  nor  construction  stand¬ 
ards  provided  by  current  criteria.  Con¬ 
sequently,  the  Army  decided  to  request 
a  project  for  156  units  of  company 
grade  quarters,  to  be  constructed  with 
appropriated  funds,  comparable  in  size 
and  standards  of  construction  to  those 
constructed  elsewhere  in  the  United 
States  under  the  provision  of  the  Cape¬ 
hart  Act.  To  accomplish  this,  special 
legislation  is  required  to  permit  the  ex¬ 
ceeding  of  the  statutory  limitation  of 
$15,400  per  company  grade  unit.  These 
units  will  not  exceed  the  standards  being 
used  elsewhere  in  the  United  States.  It 
is  our  hope  that  housing  at  West  Point 
will  merely  be  comparable  in  quality  to 
housing  generally  provided  at  other 
Army  installations. 

This  project  for  156  units  will  consist 
of  duplex  and  triplex  two-story  houses, 
the  design  for  which  will  provide  for 
reducing  costs  wherever  possible.  For 
example,  construction  will  be  concrete 
slab  on  grade — with  no  basement — a 
dry-wall  type  of  interior  construction, 
and  individual  hot  air  heating  systems, 
certainly  not  the  most  elaborate  of  con¬ 
struction.  In  keeping  with  the  stand¬ 
ards  desirable  at  the  Military  Academy, 
a  national  institution,  which  I  am  sure 
all  of  you  will  agree  should  not  have  its 
prestige  lowered,  the  only  concession 
proposed  to  the  austere  standards  of 
construction  is  the  use  of  bi'ick  exteriors 
and  hardwood  flooring. 

Construction  costs  at  West  Point  are 
considerably  higher  than  the  national 
average.  In  fact,  the  costs  in  that  lo¬ 
cality  are  about  10  percent  higher  than 
those  prevailing  in  the  New  York  City 
area  and  about  25  percent  higher  than 
the  national  average.  This  high  cost  is 
attributed  to  several  reasons  which  be¬ 
come  rather  obvious.  For  example: 

Local  shortages  of  skilled  labor  re¬ 
quires  the  use  of  imported  labor  from 
distances  up  to  50  miles. 

Coupled  with  the  steep  sloping  ter¬ 
rain  which  varies  from  10  to  15  percent 
in  grade,  rock  outcroppings  are  en¬ 
countered  throughout  the  site,  with  the 
resulting  costly  site  preparation.  Blast¬ 
ing  and  drilling  of  dense  rock  is  neces¬ 
sary  in  site  and  foundation  preparations. 
Trenching  through  rock  will  be  necessary 
for  the  extension  of  sewer  and  water 
lines,  and  even  drilling  in  rock  will  be 
necessary  for  the  extension  and  place¬ 
ment  of  the  electrical  and  telephone 
poles.  This  work  is  extremely  costly 
and  is  estimated  to  be  approximately 
$1.6  million  for  clearing  and  grading  of 
the  site. 

Water  and  sewer  lines  must  each  be 
extended  for  considerable  distances  to 
tie  into  existing  systems. 

Even  the  provision  of  walks,  roads, 
parking  and  grassed  areas  which  are 
necessary  items  in  any  housing  develop¬ 
ment  and  cannot  be  deleted,  are  costly 
because  of  the  rock  condition. 

Collections  and  disposal  of  surface 
runoff  with  the  required  storm  drain¬ 
age  systems  again  is  a  costly  item  at¬ 
tributed  to  the  rocky  terrain. 

In  addition,  the  West  Point  area  ex¬ 
periences  a  short  summer  construction 
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period  resulting  in  the  added  costs  of 
winterization  of  facilities  and  loss  in 
labor  efficiency. 

And  inasmuch  as  all  of  these  opera¬ 
tions  must  be  accomplished  with  the 
minimum  interference  to  the  training 
activities  of  the  Cadet  Corps,  working 
and  storage  areas  are  somewhat  re¬ 
stricted  for  the  construction  operations. 

Let  me  again  emphasize  that  it  is  not 
intended  that  these  family  housing  units 
exceed  the  standards  being  used  else¬ 
where  in  the  United  States,  but  that 
housing  at  the  U.S.  Military  Academy 
should  be  comparable  in  quality  to  hous¬ 
ing  generally  provided  at  other  Army 
installations. 

In  summary,  the  basic  problem  fac¬ 
ing  us  is  simply  this — the  continual 
growth  of  our  military  posture  in  a 
time  of  startling  scientific  discoveries. 
Although  the  pace  of  our  existence  has 
quickened,  one  of  the  compelling  rea¬ 
sons  for  the  establishment  of  the  Acad¬ 
emy  still  exists.  I  speak  of  the  “Omi¬ 
nous  international  political  situation” 
so  aptly  depicted  by  Thomas  Jefferson 
in  1801,  the  year  before  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  Military 
Academy.  The  spirit  of  Sylvanus 
Thayer,  the  father  of  the  Military  Acad¬ 
emy,  continues  in  the  requirement  for 
leadership  integrated  by  excellence  of 
character  and  excellence  of  knowledge. 
We  cannot  judge  this  requirement  by 
cold  fiscal  calculation  but  must  temper 
our  decision  to  the  realization  that  the 
quality  of  the  product  of  the  Academy 
is  measured  in  direct  proportion  to  the 
quality  of  the  instructors  which  the 
Army  may  assign  there. 

HOUSING  AT  WEST  POINT 

One  hundred  and  fifty-six  houses  at 
$19,800  per  house,  $3,089,000. 

Five  million  five  hundred  eighty-eight 
thousand  dollars  plus  includes  156 
houses  at  $19,800  including  all  collateral 
costs. 

Clearing,  $81,000:  The  housing  must 
be  built  in  a  heavily  wooded  area.  Most 
trees  must  be  removed  and  the  ground 
otherwise  prepared.  This  explains  the 
unusual  clearing  cost. 

COLLATERAL  COSTS 

Grading,  $1,622,000:  This  is  a  large 
cost  item  because  of  the  removal  of 
280,000  cu.  yds.  of  boulder,  ledge  rock  or 
other  material  at  an  estimated  unit  cost 
of  $5.79  per  cu.  yd.  This  is  a  big  cost 
item  but  through  necessity  the  housing 
must  be  built  in  an  area  that  is  very 
steeply  sloping  and  very  rocky. 

Roads,  park,  and  recreational  area, 
$303,000:  (a)  $57,500,  access  road  exclu¬ 
sive  of  the  shoulder  construction;  (b) 
$10,100,  shoulder  construction;  (c)  $111,- 
600,  interior  roads;  (d)  $43,800,  concrete 
curbs  and  gutters  for  roads;  (e)  $65,000, 
parking  area,  5,460  square  yards;  (f) 
$15,000,  grading  and  compacting  of  the 
recreational  area. 

This  covers  the  access  road  into  the 
housing  area,  the  interior  roads  which 
have  concrete  curbs  and  gutters,  parking 
areas,  and  a  small  amount  of  grading 
and  compacting  for  a  recreational  area. 

Drainage,  $43,500:  This  includes  nor¬ 
mal  drainage,  storm  drainage,  ditching, 
and  other  drainage  items  which  are  the 
normal  requirements  for  a  housing  area. 
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Water  lines,  $99,000:  The  water  lines 
are  normal  in  every  respect.  However, 
its  installation  in  rock,  as  is  necessary 
in  this  instance,  causes  the  total  instal¬ 
lation  cost  to  be  greater. 

Sanitary  sewer  lines,  $71,000:  These 
sanitary  sewer  lines  are  completely  nor¬ 
mal  but,  again,  are  somewhat  more  ex¬ 
pensive  because  of  the  requirement  of 
putting  them  in  rock. 

Electrical  power  and  telephone,  $187,- 
500:  (a)  Electrical  power,  $92,000;  (b) 
telephone,  $95,000.  These  lines  are  not 
unusual  except  in  one  respect.  There  is 
an  unusual  distance  involved  because  the 
source  of  power  is  a  considerable  dis¬ 
tance  away. 

Final  site  improvement,  $68,000:  This 
is  a  normal  part  of  a  housing  project  and 
is  unusual  only  in  that  a  greater  amount 
of  topsoil  will  have  to  be  imported  into 
the  area  because  of  the  rocky  terrain. 

Collateral  equipment,  $24,000:  156 

ranges.  Normal  cost  item. 

Total  cost,  $5,588,000. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Price]. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  whole¬ 
heartedly  support  this  bill.  Quite  natur¬ 
ally  I  have  a  very  special  interest  in  the 
Military  Air  Transport  Service  since  the 
headquarters  of  this  great  organization 
is  located  at  Scott  Air  Force  Base  which 
is  within  my  congressional  district. 

Without  in  any  way  minimizing  the 
other  important  authorities  granted  in 
this  bill,  I  would  like  tb  call  special  at¬ 
tention  to  the  construction  authoriza¬ 
tions  contained  in  this  bill  for  a  highly 
important  purpose.  That  purpose  is  to 
support  the  activities  of  the  Military  Air 
Transport  Service  which  performs  a  vital 
and  indispensable  role  in  support  of  our 
strategic  and  tactical  Air  Force  wartime 
operations  and  combat  operations  of  the 
Army,  Navy,  and  Marines,  as  well  as  the 
performance  of  military  support  opera¬ 
tions  in  peacetime. 

This  bill  provides  construction  authori¬ 
zations  of  almost  $5  million  at  MATS 
bases.  An  additional  $7  million  for  di¬ 
rect  support  of  MATS  also  is  provided  as 
part  of  the  programs  at  the  bases  of 
other  Air  Force  commands.  In  addition, 
authorization  is  contained  in  the  bill  for 
the  construction  of  600  units  of  family 
housing  at  2  MATS  bases  utilizing  pri¬ 
vate  capital  under  the  provisions  of  Title 
VIII  of  the  National  Housing  Act.  This 
construction  alone,  however,  does  not 
give  a  full  picture  of  the  extent  of  the 
MATS  operations,  for ,  MATS  operates 
from  many  far  flung  locations  covering 
virtually  every  area  of  the  world  and 
jointly  utilizes  facilities  at  bases  of  other 
Air  Force  commands.  The  MATS  con¬ 
struction  authorizations  will  provide  air¬ 
field,  aircraft  maintenance,  and  termi¬ 
nal  facilities,  navigational  aids  and  es¬ 
sential  personnel  support  facilities. 

The  Military  Air  Transport  Service  be¬ 
gan  the  second  decade  of  its  history  on 
June  1,  1958.  Its  primary  mission  is  to 
maintain  a  state  of  readiness  and  capa¬ 
bility  to  provide  necessary  airlift  to  meet 
wartime  requirements  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense.  Although  MATS  has 
undergone  major  internal  changes  dur¬ 
ing  its  first  10  years,  this  mission  has 
remained  unchanged. 


MATS  is  a  modem  up-to-date  sys¬ 
tem.  In  the  event  of  aggression,  the 
ready  and  prompt  ability  to  fulfill  its 
mission  may  well  be  a  vital  factor  in  our 
success.  Such  a  concept  demands  mod¬ 
ernization  with  the  latest  technological 
advancements.  Ten  years  of  experience 
in  this  basic  combat  mission  have  en¬ 
abled  MATS  to  organize,  to  equip  and  to 
keep  crews  up  to  date  and  in  step  with 
the  times.  MATS  today  is  flexible, 
adaptable,  and  modern. 

MATS,  a  major  Air  Force  command, 
was  formed  by  consolidating  two  war¬ 
time  air  transport  agenices — the  Air 
Transport  Command  and  the  Naval  Air 
Transport  Service.  MATS  cut  its  teeth 
on  the  famous  Berlin  airlift.  Both  Air 
Force  and  Navy  personnel  and  aircraft 
took  part  in  the  14 -month  Operation 
Vittles  to  provide  over  2  million  tons,  of 
food,  fuel,  and  medicine  to  Berlin  and 
her  beleaguered  population  of  2,500,000 
people. 

MATS  has  demonstrated  its  capabili¬ 
ties  in  other  dramatic  airlifts — the 
Pacific  airlift  in  support  of  United  Na¬ 
tions  forces  in  Korea ;  the  airlift  of  high- 
priority  cargo  and  personnel  during  the 
construction  of  Thule  Air  Base  in 
Greenland;  Operation  Wounded  War¬ 
rior;  airlift  of  United  Nations  troops 
and  equipment  to  the  Suez  Canal  Zone; 
and  the  Hungarian  refugee  airlift — Op¬ 
eration  Safe  Haven. 

When  the  Korean  war  began  in  the 
summer  of  1950,  MATS  was  delivering 
approximately  70  tons  of  cargo  to  the 
Far  East  each  month.  Within  3  months, 
MATS  transports  were  delivering  up  to 
106  tons  a  day  into  Japan  alone.  The 
number  of  MATS  Pacific  airlift  planes 
increased  from  50  Douglas  C-54’s  to  a 
total  of  160  MATS  transports,  plus  17 
supplied  by  United  Nations  members 
and  66  leased  from  civil  airlines.  A  total 
of  160,000  tons  was  airlifted  in  nearly 
35,000  transpacific  crossings  before  the 
Korean  armistice  was  signed  in  1953. 

This  Pacific  airlift  proved  that  air 
transport  into  a  combat  theater  is  not  a 
one-way  proposition.  The  return  air¬ 
lift  was  used '  to  bring  home  combat 
casualties  and  other  military  patients  as 
well  as  passengers  from  all  services. 
Ninety  percent  of  all  evacuations  of  Ko¬ 
rean  wounded  was  by  air.  The  result: 
Death  rate  from  wounds  was  reduced 
from  a  World  War  II  figure  of  4  percent 
to  lower  than  2  percent.  Medical  air 
evacuation  is  now  standard  procedure. 

In  1951  another  rigorous  test  of  MATS 
strategic  airlift  capability  was  the  move¬ 
ment  of  personnel  and  materiel  into 
Thule,  Greenland.  Moving  bulldozers, 
power  shovels,  road  graders,  trucks,  fuel, 
and,  in  one  instance,  a  heavy  crane, 
MATS  demonstrated  the  potential  of 
airlift  into  isolated  areas.  MATS  has 
been  credited  with  advancing  the  com¬ 
pletion  date  of  construction  on  the  far 
northern  base  by  a  full  year. 

During  1954  MATS  flew  the  longest 
aerial  mercy  mission  in  aviation  history. 
More  than  500  French  troops  wounded 
at  Dien  Bien  Phu  in  Indochina  were 
flown  three-quarters  of  the  way  around 
the  world  in  Operation  Wounded  War¬ 
rior. 


In  December  1956,  the  Hungarian  ref¬ 
ugee  airlift  Operation  Safe  Haven  and 
the  airlift  of  the  U.N.  police  troops 
headed  for  the  Suez  area,  once  again 
proved  that  MATS  was  organized  for 
D-day  readiness.  MATS  flew  9,700  Hun¬ 
garian  refugees  to  America,  including 
several  thousand  passengers  carried  by 
civil  contract  airlines. 

MATS  was  called  on  to  deliver  sup¬ 
plies  and  equipment  in  support  of  Opera¬ 
tion  Deep  Freeze — airlift  support  for 
Naval  Task  Force  43  in  the  Antarctic. 
Everything  from  the  kitchen  sink  and  a 
food  mixer  to  a  3-ton  Weasel  and  a 
7-ton  tractor  was  dropped  at  the  Ant¬ 
arctic  base.  Despite  some  of  the  worst 
weather  and  radio  blackout  conditions 
ever  recorded,  the  drops  were  remark¬ 
ably  successful. 

Even  more  recent  dramatic  evidence 
of  the  importance  and  readiness  of  the 
MATS  and  the  tactical  troop  carrier 
forces  occurred  in  the  last  year  during 
the  periods  of  tension  in  Taiwan  and 
Lebanon.  MATS  and  troop  carrier  air¬ 
craft  moved  Army  forces  and  supplies 
almost  overnight  during  the  Lebanon 
crisis.  Within  73  hours  after  receiving 
orders  to  deploy,  the  first  cargo  aircraft 
was  unloading  its  cargo  of  F-104  fighter 
planes  and  their  pilots  at  Taiwan  when 
the  Chinese  Communists  attacked  Que- 
moy  last  summer.  Needless  to  say,  this 
operation  made  a  good  impression  on 
our  friends,  and  perhaps  an  even 
stronger  impression  on  the  Chinese 
Communists. 

The  capability  of  airlift  forces  will  ex¬ 
pand  during  the  coming  year  as  aircraft 
modernization  is  applied. 

MATS  has  entered  the  missile  and 
space  age  with  the  latest  in  transport 
equipment.  In  1948  the  fleet  was  mainly 
composed  of  Douglas  C-54  aircraft,  but 
Operation  Vittles  graphically  demon¬ 
strated  the  value  of  larger  transports 
for  strategic  airlift.  Over  the  years 
MATS  has  been  gradually  replacing  ob¬ 
solete  aircraft  with  new  planes  designed 
for  greater  speed,  range,  and  aircraft 
load — the  Boeing  C-97  Stratocruiser  in 
1949;  the  Douglas  C-124  and  R6D  in 
1951;  the  Douglas  C-118  in  1952;  the 
Lockheed  R7V  in  1953;  the  Lockheed 
C-121  in  1955;  and  in  August  1957 
MATS  received  its  first  swift,  long- 
range  turboprop — the  Douglas  C-133, 
which  ushered  in  a  new  era  in  oceanic 
flight.  The  introduction  of  a  jet  cargo 
aircraft  into  the  MATS  force  beginning 
in  1961  will  increase  total  airlift 
capability. 

While  the  command  is  perhaps  best 
known  for  its  airlift  role,  MATS  is  not 
solely  an  air  transport  organization. 
There  are  other  equally  vital  services 
within  MATS — the  Air  Force  technical 
supporting  services : 

Air  Weather  Service — AWS — provides 
meteorological  data  on  a  global  scale  to 
U.S.  Air  Force  and  Army  units.  Begin¬ 
ning  in  1917  as  part  of  the  Signal  Corps, 
AWS  now  mans  hundreds  of  weather 
stations  in  numerous  countries  through¬ 
out  the  world.  A  net  of  weather  obser¬ 
vation  stations,  both  manned  and  auto¬ 
matic,  is  spread  throughout  the  north¬ 
ern  hemisphere.  Also  the  Air  Weather 
Service  severe  weather  warning  system. 
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developed  largely  to  enable  aircraft  to 
be  moved  from  the  path  of  dangerous 
storms,  has  been  effective,  with  some 
adaptations,  in  warning  the  civil  popu¬ 
lation  of  storms.  Weather  reconnais¬ 
sance  has  added  much  to  our  knowledge 
of  hurricanes  and  typhoons. 

Airways  and  Air  Communication 
Service — AACS — transmits  this  mass  of 
weather  data.  AACS  also  operates  fixed 
aeronautical  point-to-point  and  ground- 
to-air  radio  stations,  airdrome  control 
towers,  electronic  navigation  aids,  land¬ 
line  facilities  and  teletype  stations,  cryp¬ 
tographic  sections  and  message  centers. 
AACS  works  in  close  cooperation,  and 
jointly,  with  the  FAA,  in  these  vital  air¬ 
craft  and  airspace  control  functions. 

As  the  installing  and  operating  agency 
for  the  USAF’s  Global  Communications 
Systems,  AACS  transmits  millions  of 
messages  monthly. 

Another  significant  MATS  service  is 
STRATCOM,  a  worldwide  communica¬ 
tions  network  installed  by  AACS. 

Air  Rescue  Service — ARS — is  most  dra¬ 
matic  of  the  MATS  services.  With  its 
motto  “That  Others  May  Live,”  ARS  was 
organized  primarily  to  save  the  lives  of 
Air  Force  crews  involved  in  aircraft  ac¬ 
cidents.  ARS  humanitarian  emergency 
work  ranges  around  the  world,  covering 
both  military  and  civilian  crises. 

ARS  history  L  crowded  with  outstand¬ 
ing  achievements.  In  recent  months 
Rescue  directed  all  operations  by  units 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  during  the 
two  great  New  England  floods  and  the 
floods  in  California.  Rescue  also  has 
led  the  fight  against  floods  in  Japan, 
Italy,  England,  Holland,  Mexico,  Costa 
Rica,  and  at  home  in  Kansas  and  Texas. 

One  of  the  most  decorated  and  hon¬ 
ored  units  of  the  Korean  conflict  was  a 
detachment  of  the  3d  Air  Rescue 
Group,  which  completed  9,690  rescues 
within  the  combat  area.  Of  this  total, 
996  United  Nations  personnel  were 
rescued  from  behind  the  ehemy  lines. 
For  this  work  the  men  of  the  3d  Air 
Rescue  Group  received  the  Air  Force 
Association’s  flight  trophy  in  1953. 

The  Air  Photographic  and  Charting 
Service — APCS — is  the  youngest  mem¬ 
ber  of  MATS.  Operating  photographic 
and  aerial  mapping  units  throughout  the 
world,  this  organization  handles  the 
overall  photographic  requirements  of  the 
Air  Force. 

MATS  has  an  unparalleled  safety 
record.  In  fact,  military  and  civilian 
passengers  on  MATS  scheduled  flights 
are  afforded  worldwide  accident  insur¬ 
ance  protection  at  regular  commercial 
airline  rates.  In  1950  and  again  in  1954 
MATS  won  the  Daedalian  Trophy  for  the 
lowest  Air  Force  accident  rate  per  100,- 
000  flying-hours.  Transport  operations 
achieved  a  rate  of  only  two  accidents  per 
100,000  flying-hours  in  1954.  In  1957 
MATS  had  its  lowest  accident  rate,  with 
and  overall  rate  of  3.9  per  100,000  flight- 
hours  and  1.08  per  100,000  hours  in 
transport  operations. 

Specialized  aircraft  development,  such 
safety  devices  as  antiskid  brakes  and 
anticollision  lights,  improvements  in 
navigational  aids,  communications  tech¬ 
niques,  and  other  equipment,  have  all 
contributed  to  this  outstanding  record. 


This  is  the  Military  Air  Transport 
Service.  Its  transport  divisions  and 
diversified  support  services  are  potent 
factors  in  the  maintenance  of  world 
peace. 

Since  October  1957  MATS  has  oper¬ 
ated  and  controlled  this  vast  and  impor¬ 
tant  military  system  from  headquarters 
at  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  near  Belleville, 
Ill.  This  is  one  of  the  major  installa¬ 
tions  of  today’s  Air  Force,  and  it  is  the 
home  of  other  important  Air  Force  activi¬ 
ties,  in  addition  to  MATS  Headquarters. 
These  include  a  MATS  transport  squad¬ 
ron,  an  Air  Training  Command  technical 
training  group,  and  an  Air  Force  Reserve 
troop-carrier  squadron.  Over  4,000  mili¬ 
tary  personnel  are  stationed  at  this  base, 
and  it  employs  about  2,500  civilian 
workers. 

Approximately  $59  million  have  been 
invested  to  date  for  facilities  at  Scott 
Air  Force  Base.  Two  hundred  and  fifty- 
three  thousand  dollars  for  additional 
construction  at  Scott  is  contained  in  the 
authorization  bill  under  consideration 
today,  and  the  Air  Force  plans  additional 
investments  in  future  years  to  expand 
and  improve  the  existing  facilities. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I 
have  to  say  today  I  hope  will  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  distinguished  chairman 
and  the  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  as  being  criticism.  If  it 
is  in  the  nature  of  criticism,  it  is  con¬ 
structive  criticism.  Looking  over  the  pro¬ 
posed  expenditures  for  construction  and 
maintenance,  and  what  have  you,  I  note 
that  little,  if  any,  attention  has  been 
given  by  the  committee  to  favor  areas 
and  States  within  our  Nation  that  have 
tremendous  unemployment  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time.  It  is  significant  that  those 
various  States  have  little,  if  anything,  in 
this  bill  that  would  help  the  unemploy¬ 
ment  situation. 

I  do  want  to  digress  long  enough  to 
express  my  thanks  to  the  committee  for 
continuing  the  appropriation  for  the 
only  project  that  West  Virginia  has  in 
the  whole  military  setup,  naval  and 
otherwise.  It  is  a  naval  installation  at 
Sugar  Grove,  W.  Va.  I  am  deeply  thank¬ 
ful  that  the  committee  is  continuing  to 
provide  moneys  or  authorizing  moneys  to 
continue  with  the  construction  of  this 
installation. 

I  might  say  to  my  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  that  after  the  little  hassle  we  had 
on  the  floor  here  3  or  4  years  ago,  I  want 
to  again  take  this  opportunity  to  thank 
him,  because  he  said  then,  “If  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia  will  keep  quiet, 
we  will  give  him  some  kind  of  an  instal¬ 
lation,”  and  they  did.  But,  it  is  only  6 
miles  from  the  West  Virginia  border; 
nevertheless  it  is  in  West  Virginia. 

I  want  to  take  this  time  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  committee  to  a  situation 
in  West  Virginia  that  needs  the  attention 
of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
We  have,  at  South  Charleston,  W.  Va.,  an 
installation  known  as  the  Naval  Armor 
Plate  Plant.  It  was  a  World  War  I  facil¬ 
ity  that  cost  the  Government  $134  million 
initially.  It  lay  dormant  between  World 
War  I  and  the  outbreak  of  World  War  II. 
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Then  they  came  along  in  World  War  II 
and  expended  an  additional  $50  million 
for  additional  buildings.  The  Carnegie 
Steel  Co.  took  it  over  and  operated  it  and 
made  all  kindamf  war  material.  We  con¬ 
structed  small  PT  boats  there  and  small 
destroyers.  We  manufactured  all  kinds 
of  small  arms;  I  forget  what  the  bore  of 
the  cannons  was  that  were  made  there. 
But,  after  World  War  n  ended  again  it 
was  revived  and  some  of  the  buildings 
used  and  contracts  let  for  Government 
production  of  military  and  naval  equip¬ 
ment.  Since  the  Korean  war  difficulties 
arose,  it  is  being  maintained  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  at  a  tremendous  cost. 

Inquiry  at  the  Bureau  of  Naval  Opera¬ 
tions  disclose  an  annual  maintenance 
and  upkeep  cost  of  $535,000,  exclusive  of 
salaries  of  naval  personnel.  There  are 
8  naval  officers  and  306  civilians  looking 
after  the  maintenance  and  storage. 

We  have  this  situation  to  contend  with. 
They  were  so  anxious  to  get  that  fine  lo¬ 
cation  of  level  land — most  of  it  is  as  level 
as  the  prairie  land  of  Kansas — that  they 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  peo¬ 
ple  from  whom  they  bought  it  that  any 
time  they  ceased  to  use  it  for  defense 
purposes,  title  would  revert  back  to  the 
people.  Here  you  have  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  of  Government  money  tied  up. 
They  do  not  want  to  sell  it.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is,  they  cannot  sell  it.  It  is 
costing  thousands  upon  thousands  of  dol¬ 
lars  annually  for  maintenance  purposes, 
because  they  keep  it  ready  to  go  at  any 
time.  I  am  wondering,  in  view  of  the  un¬ 
employment  situation  we  have  there,  why 
there  is  not  some  activity  underway  at 
this  time  at  that  particular  plant.  With 
that  much  of  a  Government  investment, 
why  not  make  some  use  of  this  plant? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes,  to  answer  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  question. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  to  my  good 
friend  from  West  Virginia  that  I  am  quite 
familiar  with  this  installation.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  back  in  1916  or  1917  I  was 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Naval 
Affairs  when  we  authorized  it.  Ever 
since  that  time  I  have  been  resisting 
various  efforts,  some  led  by  the  com¬ 
munity,  some  led  by  the  State,  to  dispose 
of  this  piece  of  property.  I  do  not  think 
it  should  be  disposed  of.  I  think  it 
should  be  utilized.  I  pledge  the  gentle¬ 
man  I  shall  continue  to  do  everything  I 
possibly  can,  and  with  his  cooperation  I 
hope  we  may  be  able  to  find  a  way  in 
which  it  can  be  utilized,  put  in  operation 
as  an  active  Government  installation. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
very  much. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Meyer], 

Mr.  MEYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  ab¬ 
solutely  essential  that  we  provide  prop¬ 
erly  for  the  defense  of  the  United  States. 
That  includes  the  necessary  military  in¬ 
stallations.  However,  I  also  feel  that 
it  is  equally  important  to  the  defense  of 
the  United  States  that  we  properly  utilize 
our  dollars  and  our  financial  resources. 
Of  course,  it  is  most  important  that 
when  we  spend  $3  for  defense  installa¬ 
tions  that  we  do  not  get  only  $2  of  value. 
I  am  sure  that  the  committee  has  in- 
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vestigated  all  of  these  items  pretty  well, 
but  I  should  like  in  connection  with  one 
of  them  to  get  a  little  more  information. 
This  is  in  connection  with  Fort  Sill  in 
Oklahoma  where  they  call  for  operation¬ 
al  and  training  facilities  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $5,337,- 
000.  I  would  like  to  know  just  what 
some  of  the  operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities  are. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
glad  to  see  that  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  the  icebound  regions  of 
Vermont  has  drifted  down  to  Fort  Sill 
in  Oklahoma.  It  is  refreshing  to  get  his 
question,  and  I  am  happy  to  try  to  give 
him  the  full  information.  This  provides 
an  authorization  of  $5,337,000,  and  it  is 
broken  down  in  this  way:  A  taxiway, 
compass  swinging  base,  runway  approach 
lighting,  ordnance  support  battlian  fa¬ 
cilities  for  special  weapons,  three  missile 
ground  handling  equipment  buildings, 
three  missile  maintenance  equipment 
shops  and  facilities. 

There  are  also  hardstand,  missile 
maintenance  equipment  shops  and  fa¬ 
cilities,  a  motor  maintenance  shop,  and 
a  motor  park.  Which  one  of  these  items 
is  the  gentleman  inquiring  about? 

Mr.  MEYER.  In  connection  with  the 
expenditure  of  these  funds  for  these 
missile  installations,  will  they  require 
the  purchase  of  any  additional  land  in 
the  future? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  am  quite  familiar 
with  all  the  land  controversy  down  there. 
I  am  glad  to  say  there  is  nothing  in  this 
bill  or  nothing  contemplated  in  this  bill 
right  now  with  respect  to  expanding  the 
land  facilities  at  Fort  Sill. 

Mr.  MEYER.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
very  much. 

Then  I  want  to  mention  another  item. 
Is  there  anything  in  this  bill  that  might 
arise  in  the  future  about  the  following 
matter?  Up  in  Vermont  on  our  highest 
mountain,  one  of  our  great  scenic  areas, 
Mount  Mansfield,  there  was  a  demand 
one  time  that  they  would  need  to  use 
that  mountain  top  for  certain  installa¬ 
tions  for  observation  purposes.  When 
local  objections  were  made,  shortly 
thereafter  they  said  that  a  new  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  missile  field  would  no  longer' 
require  the  use  of  this  area.  Is  there 
anything  of  that  type  injected  into  this 
bill? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  want  to  say  to  my 
good  friend  that  his  question  is  so  de¬ 
tailed  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  answer 
it.  I  just  could  not  answer  that  kind  of 
question.  I  know  there  is  nothing  in  the 
bill  relating  to  it.  Of  course,  I  cannot 
tell  what  is  going  to  be  running  through 
the  minds  of  the  planners  in  the  days  to 
come.  I  have  to  deal  with  it  as  I  come 
to  the  bridge.  It  is  not  involved  in  this 
bill  at  all  now.  I  am  sorry  I  cannot  help 
the  gentleman  there  today. 

Mr.  MEYER.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
very  much. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Gross]  . 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  within 
the  last  year  there  has  been  located  in 
the  Arlington  Towers  Apartments, 
in  Virginia  within  a  stone’s  throw  of  the 
Pentagon,  an  institution  called  the  Mili¬ 
tary  Training  Institute.  The’  contract 
for  the  operation  of  the  Military  Train¬ 
ing  Institute  was  farmed  out  to  a  psy¬ 
chology  professor  who  has  organized 
what  is  called  the  American  Institute 
for  Research. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Let  me  say  to  my  good 
friend  there  is  not  a  line  in  this  bill 
dealing  with  that  subject.  I  know  what 
is  running  through  the  mind  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  That  is  a  school  where  men  are 
trained  for  military  aid  work  overseas. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  school  is  designed 
to  instruct  officers  in  the  military  assist¬ 
ance  program  overseas. 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  State  Department 
has  a  large  voice  in  that  military  assist¬ 
ance.  There  is  not  a  thing  in  this  bill 
about  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  pleased  to  hear 
the  gentleman  say  that  this  bill  carries 
no  money  for  the  operation  of  that  Mili¬ 
tary  Training  Institute. 

Mr.  VINSON.  When  the  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs  Committee  brings  in  its  bill  it  will 
have  jurisdiction  of  that.  We  do  not. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  glad  to  hear  it. 

Mr.  VINSON.  We  have  enough  trou¬ 
ble  on  our  hands  without  going  into  that. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  will  say  to  the  chair¬ 
man  that  I  think  he  could  very  well  look 
into  this  kind  of  operation,  where  an 
absentee  operator,  a  psychology  profes¬ 
sor  at  Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  gets  a  cost 
plus  a  6  percent  fee  contract  to  op¬ 
erate  a  military  training  institute.  The 
function  of  the  Anny  in  peacetime  is 
training.  I  believe  the  chairman  will 
agree  with  me  that  it  is  their  function* 
in  peacetime.  Retired  military  person¬ 
nel  are  being  used  in  this  school  yet  this 
former  professor  has  a  cost  plus  a  6  per¬ 
cent  fee  for  the  operation  in  some  of  the 
most  expensive  property  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  area,  all  at  taxpayer  ex¬ 
pense. 

Mr.  VINSON.  May  I  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  that  I  respect  his 
remarks  and  will  transmit  them  to  the 
proper  department.  I  am  grateful  to 
him  for  bringing  it  to  the  attention  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  think  the  gentleman 
can  help  me  with  another  question: 
What  has  been  the  fate  of  the  San 
Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  at  Houston, 
Tex.,  which  was  an  item  quite  in  con¬ 
troversy  here  a  year  ago  when  a  bill 
similar  to  this  came  before  the  House? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  have  a  letter  from 
Secretary  McEli’oy  dated  March  6,  1959. 
It  reads  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington,  March  6,  1959. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  In  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  109,  Public  Law  85- 
685,  I  have  had  a  thorough  study  made  re¬ 
garding  the  need  for  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  to  retain  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Depot. 

As  a  result  of  my  review  of  this  study,  I 
find  that  disposal  of  the  San  Jacinto  Ord¬ 
nance  Depot  and  its  outloading  terminal 
will  not  be  inimical  to  the  national  security. 
This  study  has  also  revealed  that  there  is  no 
need  for  the  construction  of  a  replacement 
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ammunition  outloading  terminal  at  Point- 
Aux-Pins,  Ala. 

I  have  advised  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
of  my  findings  and  requested  him  to  initiate 
appropriate  action  with  the  General  Services 
Administration  for  the  disposal  of  the  San 
Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  109  of  Public  Law 
85-685. 

Sincerely, 

Neil  McElroy. 

I  think  this  letter  answers  the  inquiry 
of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  reading  the  letter  into  the 
Record  because  I  have  had  some  diffi¬ 
culty  in  getting  informaion  from  the 
Pentagon  on  this  particular  subject.  So, 
as  I  understand  it  now,  this  ordnance 
depot  which  is  probably  the  best  in  the 
United  States  of  America,  which  has 
deep  sea  loading  facilities,  being  located 
on  the  ship  channel  just  south  of  Hous¬ 
ton,  Tex.,  whose  proud  boast  is  “where  22 
railroads  meet  the  sea”.  In  other  words, 
it  has  easy  access  to  railroad  transpor¬ 
tation  to  any  point  in  the  continental 
United  States.  It  offers  sea  transporta¬ 
tion  of  ammunition  anywhere  through¬ 
out  the.  world,  and  it  is  now  going  to  be 
disposed  of. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
both  of  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  was  saying,  this 
ordnance  depot  is  now  to  be  disposed 
of.  It  is  an  installation  comprising 
5,000  acres  of  land  with  18  miles  of  rail¬ 
road  trackage  and  with  miles  upon  miles 
of  all-weather  roads.  Not  more  than  a 
year  ago,  we  were  told  that  this  ord¬ 
nance  depot  held  nearly  100  thousand 
tons  of  ammunition  with  a  value  of 
$120  million  and  yet,  this  is  to  be  dis¬ 
posed  of.  Is  that  the  understanding? 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  the  decision  of 
the  Secretary  based  upon  the  law.  I 
say  to  my  good  friend,  I  have  confidence 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary.  The 
Secretary  was  directed  to  make  a  study. 
He  did  make  a  study.  He  appointed 
qualified  people.  He  advised  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  that  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  law,  he  found  it  was 
all  right  to  dispose  of  this  installation — 
even  to  the  extent  that  there  is  no  need 
and  no  necessity  of  building  a  compara¬ 
ble  one  in  Alabama. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And,  yet,  only  a  year 
ago,  Mr.  Chairman — only  a  year  ago — 
the  Department  of  the  Army,  this  same 
Defense  Department,  appeared  before 
the  gentleman’s  committee  and  said  that 
this  ordnance  depot  must  be  retained: 
that  it  was  necessary  to  the  defense  and 
security  of  this  country. 

Mr.  VINSON.  You  must  bear  in 
mind — and  this  statement  is  one  that 
wall  be  made  often  when  it  comes  to  a 
question  of  a  change  of  opinion  or  a 
change  in  what  we  are  doing — often¬ 
times  new  type  of  weapons  that  come 
into  existence  change  our  plans.  If  I 
may,  I  would  like  to  make  this  state¬ 
ment  and  I  will  yield  the  gentleman 
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additional  time,  if  he  wants  it,  but  I 
pointed  out  previously  that  in  a  great 
many  of  these  construction  programs, 
millions  and  millions  of  dollars  today 
are  being  spent  based  upon  the  use  of 
man-operated  airplanes.  These  in  the 
course  of  time  are  going  to  fade  away. 
We  are  hoping  that  when  the  missile  era 
arrives — and  we  are  getting  closer  and 
closer  to  it  every  day — that  we  can  util¬ 
ize  some  of  these  facilities  that  we  are 
providing  for  today.  Now,  the  sarpe 
thing  applies  with  reference  to  ammu¬ 
nition  depots.  There  is  no  need  and  no 
necessity  today  to  honeycomb  the  Na¬ 
tion  with  ammunition  depots  when  we 
know  that  in  the  future  we  will  not 
have  to  have  the  type  of  ammunition 
that  we  have  to  have  today. 

Mr.  GROSS.  To  me  this  is  a  strange 
proceeding,  that  this  splendid  depot  in 
Texas,  just  south  of  Houston,  Tex., 
should  be  the  first  selected  to  go,  under 
the  conditions  set  forth. 

Mr.  VINSON.  We  have  to  start 
somewhere.  I  have  confidence  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
I  am  supporting  his  judgment,  and  I 
think  he  reached  the  right  decision  in 
regard  to  it. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  who  has  fought  hard  to 
retain  this  facility. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  This  became  quite  a 
controversial  question  last  year  in  which 
I  took  part.  Let  me  say  that  within  the 
recent  year  surveys  and  studies  have 
been  made  of  the  whole  situation.  We 
will  try  to  find  out  all  the  necessary  in¬ 
formation  in  the  committee  later  on. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  VINSON.  There  was  submitted 
to  the  Armed  Services  Committee  a  few 
days  ago  for  our  consideration  what  is 
known  as  a  real  estate  disposal  project. 
There  will  again  be  a  vote  before  this  is 
finally  disposed  of. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  sure  there  will  be. 
And  I  hope  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  will  give  a  full  and  fair  hearing. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  want  the  committee 
to  understand  this:  On  three  separate 
occasions  there  has  been  a  yea-and-nay 
roll  call  vote.  On  the  first  occasion  the 
vote  was  202  to  179.  On  another  it  was 
376  to  2.  On  the  conference  report  it 
was  256  to  135.  On  three  separate  occa¬ 
sions  the  issue  has  been  joined  and  the 
House  has  approved  of  what  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  now  done. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

LAUGHLIN  AND  GOODFELLOW  AIR  FORCE  BASES 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  refer  to  two  Air  Force  installa¬ 
tions  which,  while  not  represented  by 
substantial  new  construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  in  this  bill,  are  vital  installations  in 
the  Air  Force,  serving  highly  essential 
functions. 

One  of  these  installations  is  Laughlin 
Air  Force  Base,  located  at  Del  Rio,  Tex. 
This  base  was  dedicated  in  1943  and 
named  in  honor  of  Lt.  Jack  Thomas 
Laughlin  who  was  born  in  Del  Rio,  Tex., 


and  graduated  from  the  University  of 
Texas.  Lieutenant  Laughlin  served 
nobly  with  the  Air  Corps  in  defense  of 
his  country  until  he  was  killed  in  combat 
in  January  1942  while  flying  a  R-17  mis¬ 
sion  over  Java.  He  was  the  first  World 
War  II  pilot  casualty  from  Del  Rio,  Tex. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base  now  is  one  of 
the  major  installations  of  the  Strategic 
Air  Command.  This  is  a  highly  appro¬ 
priate  mission  for  the  base  following  its 
earlier  illustrious  accomplishments  as  an 
advanced  flying  school  for  pilot  train¬ 
ing.  Throughout  World  War  H,  Laugh¬ 
lin  Air  Force  Base,  then  known  as 
Laughlin  Army  Air  Field,  trained  and 
sent  to  war  theaters  more  than  2,200 
B-26  pilots.  Again,  during  the  Korean 
conflict,  Laughlin  Air  Force  Base  played 
a  significant  role  in  the  necessarily  in¬ 
creased  pilot  training  program  by  the 
conduct  of  training  in  transition  to  the 
then  new  jet  aircraft  and  gunnery. 

Now  as  a  SAC  base,  Laughlin  is  the 
home  and  operating  base  of  a  strategic 
reconnaissance  -wing  of  the  Strategic  Air 
Command.  In  that  capacity,  it  plays  a 
tremendously  important  role  in  the  im¬ 
mense  capabilities  of  the  Strategic  Air 
Command  which  today  provides  the  pri¬ 
mary  deterrence  to  an  aggression  against 
this  country. 

The  deterrent  capability  of  the  Strate¬ 
gic  Air  Command  hinges  mainly  on  the 
ability  of  SAC  to  retaliate  with  over¬ 
whelming  force  and  annihilate  any  ag¬ 
gressor.  This  capability  results  from 
SAC's  superior  degree  of  efficiency  and 
readiness  which  gives  it  the  ability  to 
keep  a  significant  portion  of  its  strike 
force  alive  and  respond  instantly  even 
in  the  face  of  a  massive  surprise  attack. 

A  key  element  in  the  attainment  and 
continuance  of  this  vital  SAC  deterrent 
capability  are  the  bases  in  being  from 
which  the  SAC  reconnaissance  and 
bomber  units  operate.  As  part  of  this 
key  element,  Laughlin  Air  Force  Base, 
with  its  over  3,000  military  personnel  and 
300  civilian  employees,  is  admirably  suit¬ 
ed  for  its  prominent  and  important  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  defense  of  our  country. 

The  other  installation  of  which  I  wish 
to  speak  is  Goodfellow  Air  Force  Base, 
which  is  near  San  Angelo  in  Tom  Green 
County,  Tex.  This  base  was  named  for 
Lt.  John  J.  Goodfellow,  Jr.,  of  San  An¬ 
gelo,  who  was  killed  in  fighter  combat  in 
France  in  1918. 

Goodfellow  Air  Force  Base  was  ini¬ 
tially  occupied  in  1941  and,  except  for  a 
brief  inactive  period  following  World 
War  II,  served  until  last  year  in  a  capac¬ 
ity,  similar  to  Laughlin  Air  Force  Base, 
of  pilot  flight  training  by  the  Air  Train¬ 
ing  Command.  On  July  1,  1958,  the  base 
was  transferred  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
U.S.  Air  Force  Security  Service  to  use 
for  highly  specialized  training  of  per¬ 
sonnel  who  perform  extremely  essential 
communications-electronics  intelligence 
and  communications  security  functions 
in  support  of  Air  Force  and  other  de¬ 
fense  agency  activities.  Under  its  cur¬ 
rent  utilization,  over  2,000  military  per¬ 
sonnel,  principally  highly  specialized 
technicians,  will  work  or  receive  train¬ 
ing,  aided  and  supported  by  approxi¬ 
mately  400  civilian  employees. 
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In  view  of  the  specialized  nature  and 
critical  importance  of  the  function  being 
performed  by  Goodfellow  Air  Force 
Base,  it  also  takes  a  rightful  place  as  one 
of  the  principal  military  installations 
making  a  vital  contribution  to  national 
defense. 

Though  not  among  the  largest  instal¬ 
lations  in  the  Military  Establishment, 
the  nature  and  importance  of  the  activ¬ 
ities  performed  at  Laughlin  Air  Force 
Base  and  Goodfellow  Air  Force  Base,  and 
the  high  quality  of  that  performance, 
are  such  that  the  people  of  Texas  and 
the  rest  of.  the  Nation  can  be  justifiably 
proud. 

Mi\  VINSON.  I  have  no  further  re¬ 
quests  for  time,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  in  Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  i 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  military  installations 
and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  con¬ 
verting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  for  the  following  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 
Technical  Services  Facilities 
(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland: 
Training  facilities  and  troop  housing,  $785,- 
000. 

Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania:  Maintenance  facilities,  $454,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Operational 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $5,387,000. 

Savannah  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois:  Sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $1,160,000. 

( Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and 
troop  housing,  $414,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment  and  test  facilities,  $270,000. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  operational 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $532,000. 

(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  research,  development  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $3,230,000. 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  medical  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,- 
376,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia :  Hospital  and  medical 
facilities,  $4,866,000. 

Charleston  Transportation  Depot,  South 
Carolina:  Family  housing,  $251,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Medi¬ 
cal  facilities  and  utilities,  $188,000. 

Field  Forces  Facilities 
(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $59,000. 

Fort  Dix,  Ne;w  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$64,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia: 
Training  facilities,  $229,000. 
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Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
community  facilities,  $2,747,000. 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Training  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,530,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Training  facilities 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,090,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  com¬ 
munity  facility,  $1,228,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Utilities,  $2,- 
300,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and 
training  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $2,- 
662,000. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$238,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  troop  housing,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilites,  $7,260,000. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities  and  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $840,000. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and 
training  facilities  and  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $5,337,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities,  $160,- 

000. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational 
facilities,  medical  facilities  and  utilities, 
$593,000. 

Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri: 
Administrative  facilities,  $261,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Ord,  California:  Supply  facilities, 
$85,000. 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $218,000. 

(United  States  Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West 
Point,  New  York:  Family  housing  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $6,303,000. 

(Alaska  Command  Area) 

Fort  Greely:  Family  housing  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $2,395,000. 

Fort  Richardson:  Training  facilities,  $321,- 

000. 

(Tactical  Installations  and  Support 
Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Family  housing,  $1,- 

646,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities  and 
utilities,  $29,026,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 
(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Helemano,  Hawaii:  Real  estate,  $90,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities  and  community  facilities,  $1,259,000. 

Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $217,000. 

Pacific  Scatter  System:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $3,104,000. 

(Caribbean  Command  Area) 

Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $228,000. 

(European  Command  Area) 

France:  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

Germany:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $10,- 
338,000. 

Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing  and  utilities,  $1,973,000. 
(Army  Security  Agency') 

Various  locations:  Administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  operational  facilities,  maintenance 


facilities,  troop  housing,  medical  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  community  facilities, 
family  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,573,000. 

(Strategic  Army  Communications) 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,288,- 
000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  classified  military  in¬ 
stallations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prep¬ 
aration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $83,330,000. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  establish  or  develop  Army  installations 
and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construc¬ 
tion  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 
missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new 
and  unforeseen  research  and  development 
requirements,  or  improved  production  sched¬ 
ules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  next  military  construction 
authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in 
connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct, 
convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or 
temporary  public  works,  including  land  ac¬ 
quisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount 
of  $5,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  im¬ 
mediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this 
section,  including  those  real  estate  actions 
pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will 
expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for 
those  public  works  projects  concerning 
which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section 
prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20, 
1958  (72  Stat.  636,  638)  is  hereby  repealed 
except  for  those  public  works  projects  there¬ 
under  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to 
construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  and  community  facilities  at  the 
following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or 
through  other  commodity  transactions  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  400  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  12,  157 
units,  and  community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of 
1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  construct 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

ARADCOM  Tac  Sites,  575  units. 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  200  units. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1,000  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  800  units. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  867  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 

Fort  Ord,  California,  500  units. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts,  1,200  units. 


Outside  the  United  States 

Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Rico,  150  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”,  in  section  101,  as 
follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical 

services  FACiurnES  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with 
respect  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Mary¬ 
land,  strike  out  “$2,288,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,613,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical 

services  facilities  (Quartermaster  Corps)  ”, 
with  respect  to  New  Cumberland  General 
Depot,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out  “$464,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$597,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical 

services  facilities  (Signal  Corps)  ”,  with  re¬ 

spect  to  Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out 
“$1,936,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$2,276,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces 
facilities  (Fifth  Army  Area)  ",  with  respect 
to  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  strike  out 
“$4,663,000”  and  insert  in  place,  thereof 
“$5,051,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$116,915,000”  and 
“$294,394,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$118,101,000”  and  “$295,580,000”,  respec¬ 
tively. 

title  h 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  military  installations 
and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  includ¬ 
ing  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities 
and  equipment  for  the  following  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 
Shipyard  Facilities 

Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $1,422,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $365,000. 

David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock, 
Maryland:  Research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  $318,000. 

Naval  Shipyard.  Long  Beach,  California: 
Subsidence  protective  measures,  $500,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Con¬ 
necticut:  Troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $3,146,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire:  Operational  facilities,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  and  production  facilities,  $3,497,000. 

Fleet  Base  Facilities 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island : 
Operational  facilities,  $7,353,000. 

Aviation  Facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian.  Mis¬ 
sissippi:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facil¬ 
ities:  and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Field,  Bravo, 
operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$5,147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Florida: 
Community  facilities,  $400,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  real  estate,  $2,811,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
and  medical  facilities,  administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$26,897,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  $305,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $336,000. 
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(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beau¬ 
fort,  South  Carolina:  Operational  facilities, 
$51,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  Cal¬ 
ifornia;  Operational  facilities,  $48,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana, 
California:  Troop  housing,  $2,216,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma, 
Arizona:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$3,940,000. 

(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $1,051,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey: 
Utilities,  $726,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Mary¬ 
land:  Operational  facilities,  and  research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,196,000. 

Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania:  Research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  $333,000. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements:  at  Point  Arguello,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  research  development,  and 
test  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements;  and,  at 
various  Pacific  islands,  operational  facilities, 
research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $30,050,000. 

Supply  Facilities 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne,  New  Jersey: 
Administrative  facilities,  $123,000. 

Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brook¬ 
lyn,  New  York:  Administrative  facilities, 
$113,000. 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  California: 
Administrative  facilities,  $100,000. 

Marine  Corps  Facilities 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  Cal¬ 
ifornia:  Utilities,  $432,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  ammunition  storage  facilities,  $328,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms, 
California:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  ammunition  storage  facilities,  and  util¬ 
ities,  $1,137,000. 

Ordnance  Facilities 

Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head, 
Maryland :  Research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  $972,000. 

Service  School  Facilities 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland: 
Utilities,  $1,025,000. 

Naval  Communication  Training  Center, 
Corry  Field,  Florida:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $1,000,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes, 
Illinois:  Troop  housing,  and  utilities, 

$4,712,000. 

Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Real 
estate.  $81,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Utilities,  $144,000. 

Medical  Facilities 

Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New 
London,  Connecticut:  Medical  research  fa¬ 
cilities,  $75,000. 

Communication  Facilities 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Kodiak, 
Alaska:  Operational  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Camp  Chi- 
niak,  Alaska:  Operational  facilities,  $40,000. 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk, 
Virginia:  Operational  facilities,  $1,781,000. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station.  Sugar 
Grove,  West  Virginia:  Maintenance  facilities. 


medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $3,957,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County, 
Maine:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facil¬ 
ities,  administrative  facilities,  and  ground 
improvements,  $3,179,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor, 
Maine:  Troop  housing,  $271,000. 

Office  of  Naval  Research  Facilities 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia:  Research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  $1,591,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 
Shipyard  Facilities 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mariana 
Islands:  Operational  facilities,  $507,000. 
Aviation  Facilities 

Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop 
housing  and  community  facilities,  $4,133,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $1,640,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing, 
$295,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon,  Phil¬ 
ippine  Islands:  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay, 
Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto 
Rico:  Operational  facilities,  hospital  and 
medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  $3,579,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $11,934,000. 

Supply  Facilities 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu, 
Territory  of  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  and 
administrative  facilities,  $4,796,000. 

Communication  Facilities 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel, 
Turkey:  Utilities,  $105,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North 
Ireland:  Troop  housing,  $267,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu,  Ter¬ 
ritory  of  Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  $781,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa: 
Operational  facilities,  $2,038,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto 
Rico:  Utilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu,  Ter¬ 
ritory  of  Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  $274,000. 

Yards  and  Docks  Facilities 

Public  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana 
Islands:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
and  real  estate,  $10,947,000. 

Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba: 
Utilities,  $760,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  classified  naval  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in 
the  total  amount  of  $21,765,000. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
may  establish  or  develop  Navy  installations 
and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construc¬ 
tion  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 
unforeseen  research  and  development  re¬ 
quirements,  or  improved  production  sched¬ 
ules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  next  military  construction  au¬ 
thorization  act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interest  of  national  security,  and  in  connec¬ 
tion  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert, 
rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or  tempo¬ 
rary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of 
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$5  million:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives,  immediately 
upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement, 
of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public 
work  undertaken  under  this  section,  includ¬ 
ing  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  there¬ 
to.  This  authorization  will  expire  as  of 
September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  concerning  which  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified 
pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  203  of  the  act  of  August  20, 
1958  (72  Stat.  636,  646)  is  hereby  repealed 
except  for  those  public  works  projects  there¬ 
under  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as 

amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or 
otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  and  community  facilities  at 
the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or 
through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston, 
South  Carolina,  40  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake, 
California,  500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Ne¬ 
vada,  106  units. 

Naval  Air-  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225 
units. 

Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  500 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport, 
Florida,  40  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian, 
Mississippi,  320  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia, 
Louisiana,  178  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Con¬ 
necticut,  500  units. 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island.  500 
units. 

Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory,  Panama 
City,  Florida,  42  units. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia, 
250  units. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar 
Grove,  West  Virginia,  142  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms, 
California,  150  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting 
Field.  Florida,  229  units. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma, 
Arizona,  100  units. 

Sec.  205,  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  in  section  202,  “$72,785,000”,  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,000”.  (b) 

Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts  "$72,- 
785,000  ',  and  “$212,833,000”,  and  inserting 
respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,000” 
and  “$212,983,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  "Inside  the  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  fa¬ 
cilities  (Naval  Air  Training  Stations)”, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Mem- 
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phis,  Tennessee,  by  striking  out  '‘$511,000’' 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  "$664,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  "aviation  fa¬ 
cilities  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)’’  with 
respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station, 
Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  by  striking  out 
“$273,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
"$330,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
"$312,004,000”,  and  "$460,716,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$312,- 
214,000”,  and  “$460,926,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as 

amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
"Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as 
follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  fa¬ 
cilities  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)”,  with 
respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility, 
New  River,  North  Carolina,  by  striking  out 
"$39,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
"$52,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps 
facilities”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps 
Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$1,469,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$1,596,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  the 
United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “communication 
facilities”  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Se¬ 
curity  Group  Activity,  Istanbul,  Turkey,  by 
striking  out  “$130,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$320,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$230,356,000”, 
"$48,199,000”,  and  “$337,611,000”,  and  in¬ 
serting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$230,- 
496,000”,  $48,389,000”,  and  “$337,941,000”. 

TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  military  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  tempoary  public  works,  includ¬ 
ing  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 
projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 
Air  Defense  Command 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minne¬ 
sota:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  community  facilities,  $766,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $190,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks, 
North  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $2,309,000. 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Rafael,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  facilities,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette, 
Michigan:  Training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  community  facilities,  and  troop 
housing,  $2,779,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls.  Oregon: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  real  estate,  $955,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie, 
Michigan:  Training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $1,755,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Wash¬ 
ington:  Maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$523,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Da¬ 
kota:  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $3,371,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachu¬ 
setts:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,078,000. 


Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$225,000. 

Richards -Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas 
City,  Missouri:  Maintenance  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $866,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens, 
Michigan:  Maintenance  facilities,  $612,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhamp- 
ton  Beach,  New  York:  Operational  facilities, 
and  real  estate,  $269,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Flor¬ 
ida:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $4,266,000. 

Alaskan  Air  Command 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,181,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,150,000. 

Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $100,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport.  Alaska:  Supply  facil¬ 
ities,  and  utilities,  $1,690,000. 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $250,000. 

Various  locations,  Alaska :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $16,510,000. 

Air  Materiel  Command 

Griffis  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  New  York: 
Maintenance  facilities,  and  suppdy  facilities, 
$676,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $341,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $1,303,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento, 
California:  Operational  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $1,548,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Penn¬ 
sylvania:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
and  communty  facilities,  $2,676,000. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia: 
Supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$900,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City, 
Oklahoma:  Operational  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton, 
Ohio:  Research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $12,458,000. 

Air  Research  and  Development  Command 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center, 
Tullahoma,  Tennessee:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$5,690,000. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  and  medical  facilities,  $542,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  $833,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New 
Mexico:  Research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $909,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford, 
Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  and  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
$2,258,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida: 
Operational  facilities,  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,822,000. 

Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Research  Site, 
Alamogordo,  New  Mexico:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$616,000. 

Air  Training  Command 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,828,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco, 
Texas:  Operational  facilities,  $216,000. 
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Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio, 
Texas:  Training  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,307,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado: 
Operational  facilities,  $405,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  community  facilities,  $1,598,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $408,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls, 
Texas:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  hospital  fa¬ 
cilities,  $7,741,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  facilities,  $250,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$2,193,000. 

Air  University 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Ala¬ 
bama:  Administrative  facilities,  and  troop 
housing,  $1,915,000. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base.  Montgomery,  Ala¬ 
bama:  Operational  facilities,  $391,000. 

Headquarters  Command 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs, 
Maryland:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community 
facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $21,357,- 
000. 

Military  Air  Transport  Service 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston, 
South  Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$822,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $750,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrlghtstown, 
New  Jersey:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,083,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois: 
Supply  facilities,  $253,000. 

Strategic  Air  Command 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport, 
Louisiana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $110,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  ground  improvements,  $569,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $300,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  $416,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville, 
Arkansas:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,099,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facilities,  community  faeilijties, 
and  utilities,  $1,725,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth, 
Texas:  Operational  facilities,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $1,484,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California: 
Maintenance  facilities,  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $425,000. 

Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles, 
Louisiana:  Utilities,  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $350,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilming¬ 
ton,  Ohio:  Hospital  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,075,- 
000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton, 
Oklahoma:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$621,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mis¬ 
sissippi:  Operational  facilities,  supply  facil¬ 
ities,  and  community  facilities,  $264,000. 

Davis  Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson. 
Arizona:  Operational  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $895,000. 
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Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
supply  facilities,  $1,260,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $292,000. 

Ellsworth,  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City 
South  Dakota:  Operational  facilities,  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $1,445,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Wash¬ 
ington:  Operational  facilities,  $158,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas: 
Operational  facilities,  $762,000. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Chey¬ 
enne,  Wyoming:  Administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities  and  util¬ 
ities,  $1,461,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Mon¬ 
tana:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,711,- 
000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead, 
Florida:  Operational  facilities,  $6,364,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia : 
Operational  facilities,  $410,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Wash¬ 
ington:  Operational  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $1,036,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $164,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock, 
Arkansas:  Operational  facilities,  $325,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $48,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida: 
Maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$866,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Montana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $1,066,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Operational  facilities,  $6,052,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kan¬ 
sas:  Operational  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $1,039,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,402,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain 
Home,  Idaho:  Operational  facilities,  and 
troop  housing,  $1,361,000. 

Offut  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,802,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New 
Hampshire:  Operational  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $542,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh, 
New  York:  Operational  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $1,134,000. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville, 
Wisconsin:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,533,- 
000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas: 
Operational  facilities,  $4,147,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  community  facilities,  $1,505,000. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate 
$147,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell,  New  Mexi¬ 
co:  Operational  facilities,  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  $942,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster, 
Missouri:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$2,406,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michi¬ 
gan:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,484,000. 

Tactical  Air  Command 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mex¬ 
ico:  Maintenance  facilities,  $800,000. 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria, 
Louisiana:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $2,468,000. 


George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Hospital  facilities,  $2,222,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Vir¬ 
ginia:  Maintenance  facilities,  $540,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach, 
South  Carolina:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$151,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $672,000.  * 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna.,  Tennessee : 
Maintenance  facilities,  $3,249,000. 

Seymour-Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Golds¬ 
boro,  North  Carolina :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,- 
150,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Maintenance  facilities,  $715,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Ari¬ 
zona:  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance 
facilities,  $246,000. 

Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  System 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  med¬ 
ical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  fam¬ 
ily  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $77,405,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 
Military  Air  Transport  Service 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,249,000. 

Pacific  Air  Forces 

Wake  Island:  Supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,211,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $21,352,000. 

Strategic  Air  Command 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $374,000. 

Ramey  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,- 
309,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $6,996,000. 

United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $8,590,000. 

United  States  Security  Service 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $4,908,000. 

Special  Facilities 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  System 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  ground  improvements,  $16,987,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  classified  military 
installations  and  facilities  for  ballistic,  stra¬ 
tegic,  and  defense  missiles  and  ballistic  mis¬ 
sile  detection  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  includ¬ 
ing  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appur¬ 
tenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the 
total  amount  of  $443,541,000. 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  may  establish  or  develop  Air  Force 
installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes 
in  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  devel¬ 
opments,  new  and  unforeseen  recearch  and 
development  requirements,  or  improved  pro¬ 


duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  determines  that  deferral  of  such  con¬ 
struction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  secu¬ 
rity,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  acquire, 
construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in 
the  total  amount  of  $5,000,000:  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his 
designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  ad  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of 
construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken 
under  this  section,  including  those  real  es¬ 
tate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  au¬ 
thorization  will  expire  as  of  September  30, 
1960,  except  for  those  public  works  projects 
concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  have  been  notified  pursuant  to 
this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August  20, 
1958  (72  Stat.  636,  655)  is  hereby  repealed 
except  for  those  public  works  projects  there¬ 
under  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease 
or  otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy 
as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities 
at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for¬ 
eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat. 
454),  or  through  other  commodity  transac¬ 
tions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  300  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
203  units  and  community  facilities. 

Bentwater  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
187  units  and  community  facilities. 

Burderop  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom, 
152  units  and  community  facilities. 

Croughton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
31  units. 

Greenham  Common  RAF  Station,  United 
Kingdom,  135  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  136  units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United 
Kingdom,  468  units  and  hospital  facilities. 

Ruislip  (West)  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  community  facilities. 

Sculthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
61  units  and  community  facilities. 

Welford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31 
units. 

Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  community  facilities. 

Woodbridge  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
community  facilities. 

Classified  locations,  343  units  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
‘(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  construct 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  at  the  following  locations: 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470 
units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  300 
units. 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina, 
350  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  150 
units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Okla¬ 
homa,  300  units. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  340 
units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 
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Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota, 
190  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  500 
units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota, 
470  units. 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  240 
units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  285 
units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  260 
units. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330 
units. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  560 
units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230 
units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  320 
units. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  550 
units. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  300  units. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  260  units.. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170  units. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  400 
units. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350 
units. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390 

units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Outside 
the  United  States"  in  section  301  as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “Alaskan  Air  Com¬ 
mand",  with  respect  to  Ladd  Air  Force  Base, 
strike  out  “$1,630,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,895,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$160,705,000”,  and 
“607,460,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$160,970,000”  and  “$607,725,000”,  respec¬ 
tively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is 
amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the 
United  States”  in  section  301  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  com¬ 
mand” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force 
Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out 
“$1,832,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$2,182,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base, 
Omaha,  Nebraska,  strike  out  “$3,265,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,890,000”. 

*  (3)  with  respect  to  Richard  Bong  Air  Force 
Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin,  strike  out 
“$15,552,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$16,655,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  "$452,161,000”  and  “$952,415,000”, 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$544,239,000”  and 
“$954,493,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  IV 

General  Provisions 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military 
department  may  proceed  to  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  installations  and  facilities  under  this 
Act  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31 
U.S.C.  629;  40  U.S.C.  259,  267),  and  sections 
4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 
temporary  improvements  on  land  includes 
authority  for  surveys,  administration,  over¬ 
head,  planning,  and  supervision  incident  to 
construction.  That  authority  may  be  ex¬ 
ercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved 
under  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (40  U.S.C.  255),  and  even  though 
the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority 
to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  au¬ 
thority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 
and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary 


use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  appropria¬ 
tions  for  public  works  projects  authorized 
by  titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States, 

$86,505,000;  outside  the  United  States, 

$24,210,000;  section  102,  $83,330,000;  section 
103,  $5,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $199,045,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States, 

$113,253,000;  outside  the  United  States, 

$42,265,000;  section  202,  $21,765,000;  section 
203,  $5,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $182,283,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States, 

$295,100,000;  outside  the  United  States, 

$65,081,000;  section  302,  $443,541,000;  section 
303,  $5,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $808,722,000. 

Sec.  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in 
titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  Act  may,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned,  be  in¬ 
creased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  (other  than  Alaska)  and 
by  10  per  centum  for  projects  outside  the 
United  States  or  in  Alaska.  However,  the 
total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title 
may  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects  in 
that  title. 

Sec.  404.  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  com¬ 
pliance  with  section  2313(b)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  for  contracts  made  under 
this  Act  for  the  establishment  or  develop¬ 
ment  of  military  installations  and  facilities 
in  foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the 
carrying  out  of  this  Act;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Comptroller  General  have  agreed  upon  alter¬ 
native  methods  of  adequately  auditing  those 
contracts; 

the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts 
from  the  requirements  of  that  section. 

Sec.  405.  Contracts  for  construction  made 
by  the  United  States  for  performance  within 
the  United  States,  its  Territories  and  posses¬ 
sions,  under  this  Act  shall  be  executed  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army  or 
the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Department 
of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction 
and  supervision  is  wholly  impracticable  such 
contracts  should  be  executed  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  and  supervision  of  another  Depart¬ 
ment  or  Government  agency,  and  shall  be 
awarded,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bid¬ 
der,  if  the  national  security  will  not  be  im¬ 
paired  and  the  award  is  consistent  with 
chapter  137  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
The  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments 
shall  report  semiannually  to  the  President 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  with  respect  to  all  con¬ 
tracts  awarded  on  other  than  a  competitive 
basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  military  public  works  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  the  Secretary  of  a  military 
department  in  connection  with  the  estab¬ 
lishment  or  development  of  military  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities,  and  all  authorizations 
for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  31, 
1957,  and  not  superseded  or  otherwise  modi¬ 
fied  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed, 
except — 

( 1 )  authorizations  for  public  works  and 
for  appropriations  therefor  that  are  set  forth 
in  those  Acts  in  the  titles  that  contain  the 
general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works 
projects  as  to  which  appropriated  funds 
have  been  obligated  for  construction  con¬ 
tracts  or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in 
part  before  July  1,  1960,  and  authorizations 
for  appropriations  therefor; 
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(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guar¬ 
antee  for  family  housing  in  the  amount  of 
$100,000,000  that  is  contained  in  section  302 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606, 
622); 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development 
of  the  Line  of  Communications,  France,  in 
the  amount  of  $10,000,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609); 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of 
classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  September  28,  1951  (65  Stat. 
336,  343) ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and 
for  the  appropriation  of  funds  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Act  of  April  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
47) ,  as  amended; 

(7)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  507  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  661),  the  authorization  for; 

(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  installa¬ 
tion  in  the  amount  of  $2,234,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act 
of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328) ; 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$369,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section 
102,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat. 
324,  328); 

(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe  in  the 
amount  of  $6,925,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  Augst  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  994); 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in  the 
amount  of  $1,060,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August 
3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994) ; 

(e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$6,300,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section 
102,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  994); 

(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  re¬ 
moval  for  flight  clearance  in  the  amount 
of  $754,000  at  various  locations  that  is  con¬ 
tained  in  title  II,  section  201,  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  and 
subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Special 
Purpose  Air  Stations)”  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332),  as  amended; 

(g)  operational  facilities  in  the  amount 
of  $700,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Jack¬ 
sonville,  Florida  that  is  contained  in  title 
II,  section  201,  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  and  subheading  “avia¬ 
tion  facilities  (Fleet  Support  Air  Stations)  ” 
in  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991, 
996) ,  as  amended. 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construction 
of  family  housing  contained  in  the  Act  of 
July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to  the  extent 
that  section  504  of  the  Act  of  August  20, 
1958  (72  Stat.  636,  660),  made  available  such 
authorization  for  the  construction  of  family 
housing  for  the  Department  of  the  Army  at 
Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania,  Fort  Benja¬ 
min  Harrison,  Indiana,  and  Fort  Shatter, 
Hawaii,  and  for  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force  at  Sundance,  Wyoming,  and  at  four 
locations  outside  the  United  States. 

(i)  the  authorization  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$5,000,000  for  Camp  Jackson,  South  Caro¬ 
lina,  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  101, 
of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324, 
326). 

Sec.  407.  ^Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

"Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1959  through 
and  including  1962,  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively,  are 
authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities  at  or 
near  military  tactical  installations  for  as¬ 
signment  as  public  quarters  to  military  per¬ 
sonnel  and  their  dependents,  if  any,  without 
rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities 
at  or  near  such  military  tactical  installa- 
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tions.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased 
on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not 
more  than  seven  thousand  five  hundred  of 
such  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time. 
Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing 
facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations 
available  for  maintenance  ^nd  operation  but 
may  not  exceed  $150  a  month  for  any  such 
unit.” 

Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of 
the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531, 
556),  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
any  other  law,  and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no 
family  housing  units  shall  be  contracted  for 
or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military  in¬ 
stallations  or  activities  unless  the  actual 
number  of  units  involved  has  been  specifi¬ 
cally  authorized  by  an  annual  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  Act  except  (1)  hous¬ 
ing  units  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  404  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1955;  (2)  rental  guarantee  family 
housing  authorized  under  section  302  of  the 
Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622);  and 
(3)  housing  units  leased  for  terms  of  one 
year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms 
of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  2675  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code.” 

Sec.  409.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  fam¬ 
ily  quarters  constructed  from  appropriated 
funds  for  officers  of  the  Army  may  be  four- 
bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by 
officers  holding  grades  below  major.” 

(b)  Section  7574  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

"(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  fam¬ 
ily  quarters  constructed  from  appropriated 
funds  for  officers  of  the  Navy  may  be  four- 
bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by 
officers  holding  grades  below  lieutenant  com¬ 
mander.” 

(c)  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the 
family  quarters  constructed  from  appro¬ 
priated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air  Force  may 
be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 
area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occu¬ 
pancy  by  officers  holding  grades  below  major.” 

Sec.  410.  To  the  extent  that  any  authority 
provided  by  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636) ,  or  this  Act,  for  the  construction 
of  appropriated  fund  family  housing  at  lo¬ 
cations  in  foreign  countries  is  not  utilized, 
the  construction  or  acquisition  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  housing  units  so  authorized  may  be 
accomplished  at  the  same  locations  under 
the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of 
September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as 
amended.  * 

Sec.  411.  None  of  the  authority  contained 
in  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  to  authorize  any  building  construc¬ 
tion  project  within  the  continental  United 
States  (other  than  Alaska)  at  a  unit  cost  in 
excess  of — 

(1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage 

warehousing;  • 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  ware¬ 
housing; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  bar¬ 
racks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer 
quarters;  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
determines  that,  because  of  special  circum¬ 
stances,  application  to  such  project  of  the 
limitations  on  unit  costs  contained  in  this 
section  is  impracticable. 

Sec.  412.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3, 
1958  (72  Stat.  78)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“$500,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$900,000.” 


Sec.  413.  Titles  I,  II,  in,  and  IV  of  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Military  Construc¬ 
tion  Act  of  1959”. 

Title  V 

Reserve  forces  facilities 

Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  may  establish  or  develop  the  following 
facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

Army  Reserve 

Akron  (Number  2),  Ohio:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $574,000. 

Allentown-Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania : 
Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Anderson,  Indiana:  Training  facilities, 
$136,000. 

Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$317,000. 

Aurora,  Illinois:  Training  facilities, 
$302,000. 

Bardstown,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $176,000. 

Bellaire,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bloomington,  Illinois:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

Bloomington,  Indiana:  Training  facilities, 
$302,000.  * 

Bridgeport-Fairfleld,  Connecticut:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities  addition,  $64,000. 

Bronx,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$98,000- 

Brownsville,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$152,000. 

Butler,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 
$136,000. 

Champaign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities, 
$302,000. 

Chicago  Heights,  Illinois:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $302,000. 

Chico,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

Cumberland,  Maryland :  Training  facilities, 
$288,000. 

Dallas  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities  addition,  $64,000. 

Dayton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

Delaware,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$302,000. 

Detroit  (Number  1),  Michigan:  Training 
facilities,  $602,000. 

Detroit  (Number  2),  Michigan:  Training 
facilities,  $602,000. 

Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$317,000. 

East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois:  Training  facili- 
i  ties,  $156,000. 


El  Dorado,  Arkansas 
$152,000. 

:  Training 

facilities. 

Evanston,  Illinois: 
$574,000. 

Training 

facilities. 

Flint,  Michigan: 
$551,000. 

Training 

facilities. 

Fort  Smith,  Arkansas:  Training 
$152,000. 

facilities, 

Fulton,  Missouri: 
$160,000. 

Training 

facilities. 

Gadsden,  Alabama : 
$144,000. 

Training 

facilities. 

Galveston,  Texas : 
$152,000. 

Training 

facilities. 

Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $168,000. 


Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$176,000. 

Hammond,  Indiana:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 
$152,000. 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $288,000. 

Joliet,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

La  Crosse,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$317,000. 
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Lafayette,  Louisiana:  Training  facilities, 
$152,000. 

Malone,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$176,000. 

Mankato,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$176,000. 

Marion,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Meadeville,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $168,000. 

Milwaukee  (West),  Wisconsin:  Training 
facilities,  $602,000. 

Morristown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $317,000. 

Mount  Vernon,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,- 

000. 

Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities, 
$288,000. 

New  Orleans  (Number  1),  Louisiana: 
Training  facilities,  $520,000. 

Odessa,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$176,000. 

Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$176,000. 

Painesville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

Pittsburgh  (Number  3),  Pennsylvania: 
Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Purcell,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

Rolla,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,- 
000. 

Rutland,  Vermont:  Training  facilities, 
$143,000. 

Sacramento,  California:  Training  facilities 
addition,  $61,000. 

Saint  Cloud,  Minnesota:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $330,000. 

Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $61,000. 

San  Antonio  (Number  2),  Texas:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $520,000. 

San  Diego,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$526,000. 

San  Marcos,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$152,000. 

Santa  Barbara,  California:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $136,000. 

Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$259,000. 

Springfield,  Missouri:  Training  facilities 
addition,  $73,000. 

Union  town,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $220,000. 

Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$302,000. 

Washington,  Iowa:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

Washington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

Washington,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $136,000. 

Wenatchee,  Washington:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $168,000. 

Westminster,  Maryland:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $160,000. 

Various  locations:  Training  facilities 
minor  additions,  $1,788,000. 

Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities, 
$800,000. 

Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
(Armory) 

Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$55,000. 

Anchorage,  Alaska:  Training  facilities, 
$276,000. 

Baltimore  (Dundalk),  Maryland:  Training 
facilities,  $215,000. 

Bayamon,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities, 
$150,000. 

Beebe,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 
$45,000. 

Belen,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000. 

Benson,  North  Carolina:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $105,000. 
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Birmingham,  Alabama:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

Buffalo,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$75,000. 

Butte,  Montana:  Training  facilities, 
$70,000. 

Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $250,000. 

Colby,  Kansas :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 
Colville,  Washington:  Training  facilities, 
$150,000. 

Dermott,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 
$45,000. 

De  Witt,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 
$45,000. 

Donna,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Dover,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Durant,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities, 
$54,000. 

Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training 
facilities,  $105,000. 

Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $169,000. 

Farmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities, 
$115,000. 

Gainesville,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$90,000. 

Greeley,  Colorado:  Training  facilities, 
$132,000. 

Hazen,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 

$45,000. 

Heber  Springs,  Arkansas:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $90,000. 

Idaho  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Inman,  Sopth  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 

$99,000. 

Iuka,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities, 

$54,000. 

Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $375,000. 

Jonesville,  South  Carolina:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $99,000. 

Lancaster,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 

$160,000. 

Leominster,  Massachusetts:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $200,000. 

Milan,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 

$91,000. 

Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$235,000. 

Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina:  Training 
facilities,  $105,000. 

New  Brockton,  Alabama:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $70,000. 

Orlean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $46,- 

000. 

Omaha,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities, 

$450,000. 

Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$52,000. 

Plentywood,  Montana:  Training  facilities, 

$63,000. 

Ponce,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities, 
$150,000. 

Princeton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $60,000. 

Quitman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities, 

$54,000. 

Riverdale,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 

$250,000. 

Ronceverte,  West  Virginia:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $54,000. 

Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities, 

$200,000. 

Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$565,000. 

Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $160,- 
000. 

San  German,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $150,000. 

Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$600,000. 

Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $60,000. 

Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

Troy,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $47,- 

000. 


Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities, 
$54,000. 

Various  locations :  Training  facilities  minor 
conversions,  $84,000. 

‘  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
(Nonarmory) 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $57,000. 

Buckhannon,  West  Virginia:  Administra¬ 
tive  and  supply  facilities,  $206,000. 

Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $308,000. 

Hayward,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $52,000. 

Jersey  City,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $49,000. 

(2)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

Naval  Reserve  (Aviation) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force 
Base),  Atlanta,  Georgia:  Operational  facili- 
ities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $838,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities  and  Supply  facilities,  $348,- 
000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $59,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan: 
Operational  facilities  and  utilities,  $771,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $563,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana: 
Supply  facilities  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$178,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $192,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  :  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania:  Operational  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  medical  facilities,  $797,000. 

Naval  Reserve  (Surface) 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Beaumont,  Texas:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $65,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Cham¬ 
paign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland, 
Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $655,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston, 
Texas:  Operational  facilities,  $204,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kings¬ 
ville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $35,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New 
Haven,  Connecticut:  Operational  facilities, 
$323,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Saint  Louis,  Missouri:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $697,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego, 
California:  Operational  facilities,  $226,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Whitestone, 
New  York:  Operational  facilities,  $104,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  (Ground) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center 

Chicago,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $518,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

Johnson  City,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities 
and  land  acquisition,  $330,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Saint  Louis,  Missouri:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $370,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San 
Rafael,  California:  Training  facilities,  $490,- 
000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

Tampa,  Florida:  Training  facilities,  $391,000. 

(3)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

Air  Force  Reserve 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indi¬ 
ana:  Supply  facilities  and  operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $364,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Troop 
housing  and  utilities,  $92,000. 

Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $823,000. 
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General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wiscon¬ 
sin:  Troop  housing,  $43,000. 

O’Hare  International  Airport.  Chicago,  Il¬ 
linois:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities  and  utilities,  $1,890,000. 

Portland  International  Airport,  Portland, 
Oregon:  Operational  facilities,  $588,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas 
City,  Missouri:  Supply  facilities,  $105,000. 

Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Station,  Philadel¬ 
phia,  Pennsylvania:  Maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities  and  troop  housing,  $188,000. 

Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan: 
Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Or¬ 
leans,  Louisiana:  Operational  facilities  and 
supply  facilities,  $274,000. 

Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $238,000. 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel, 
Minnesota:  Utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $4,963,000. 

Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colo¬ 
rado:  Operational  facilities,  $426,000. 

Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington, 
Vermont:  Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin: 
Operational  facilities,  $82,000. 

Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne, 
Wyoming:  Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington :  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $245,000. 

Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning 
Facility,  Maui,  Hawaii:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $446,000. 

Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $596,000. 

Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota :  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $846,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational 
facilities,  $259,000. 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Fa¬ 
cility,  Kauai,  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities, 
$283,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock, 
Arkansas:  Operational  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $2,323,000. 

Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis, 
Tennessee:  Operational  facilities,  mainter 
nance  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $1,- 
825,000. 

Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria, 
Illinois:  Operational  facilities,  $192,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan, 
Puerto  Rico:  Operational  facilities  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $943,000. 

Sioux  Falls  (Foss  Field) ,  Sioux  Falls,  South 
Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield, 
Ohio:  Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Will  Rogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla¬ 
homa:  Operational  facilities,  $317,000. 

(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  the  assignment 
of  weapons  or  equipment  to  reserve  forces 
units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  des¬ 
ignee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facili¬ 
ties  for  inclusion  in  the  netx  law  authorizing 
appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for  re¬ 
serve  forces  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
interests  of  national  security  and  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  no¬ 
tifies  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reach¬ 
ing  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the 
nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any  facility  to 
be  undertaken  under  this  subsection:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  first  sentence  of  section  2233a 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  shall  not  ap¬ 
ply  to  facilities  authorized  by  this  subsection. 

Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amend¬ 
ed  under  the  heading  "naval  reserve  (avia- 
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tion)  "  in  clause  (1)  of  section  603  by  striking 
out  the  following : 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado: 
Maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  and  land 
acquisition,  $652,000.” 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New 
York:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $652,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amehded  under 
the  heading  “air  national  guard  of  the 
united  states”  in  clause  (2)  of  section  603 
as  follows: 

(1)  With  respect  to  Barnes  Field.  West- 
field,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$740,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,030,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  various  locations :  Run¬ 
way  arrestor  barriers,  strike  out  “$300,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$480,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under 
the  heading  “army  reserve”  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  603  as  follows: 

(1)  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike 
out  “$40,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$61,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South 
Carolina,  strike  out  “$85,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$117,000”. 

(3)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  strike  out  “$99,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$136,000”. 

(d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under 
the  heading  “army  national  guard  of  the 
united  states  (armory)”  in  clause  3  of  sec¬ 
tion  603  by  striking  out  the  following : 

“Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $45,000.” 

“Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 
$45,000.” 

“Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 
$206,000.”  ,, 

“Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000.” 

“Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $45,000.” 

“Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $130,000.”  . 

“Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$175,000.” 

“Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$15,000.” 

(e)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  606 
“$11,886,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$10,582,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(2)  (b)  of  section  606  “$11,976,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$12,446,000;”  and 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  606 
“$28,330,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$27,702,000”. 

Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  es¬ 
tablish  or  develop  installations  and  facilities 
under  this  title  without  regard  to  sections 
3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  and  sections  4774(d)  and  9774(d) 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  author¬ 
ity  to  place  permanent  or  temporary  im¬ 
provements  on  land  includes  authority  for 
surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning, 
and  supervision  incident  to  construction. 
That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title 
to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even 
though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The 
authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  in¬ 
cludes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  ac¬ 
quire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange 
of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  by  section  501  for  the  respec¬ 
tive  reserve  components  of  the  armed  forces 
may  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  Department  of  the  Army: 

(a)  Army  Reserve,  $20,748,000; 

(b)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  $8,451,000; 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval 
and  Marine  Corps  Reserves,  $8,300,000; 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000; 


(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  $15,536,000. 

Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in 
section  501  of  this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  be  increased  by 
15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve,  the 
Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
the  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves,  the 
Air  Force  Reserve,  and  the  Air  National  Guard 
of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the 
amounts  named  in  clauses  (l)(a),  (l)(b), 

(2) ,  (3)  (a),  and  (3)  (b)  of  section  504,  re¬ 
spectively. 

Sec.  506.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1959.” 

TITLE  VI 

Sec.  601.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to  the 
city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  all  the  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in 
and  to  four  and  five -tenths  acres  of  land, 
more  or  less,  comprising  the  United  States 
Army  Reserve  Center  Lighthouse  Point  site 
and  being  a  part  of  the  lands  known  as  the 
United  States  Coast  Guard  Santa  Cruz  Light 
Station,  situated  on  the  northerly  side  of 
West  Cliff  Drive,  approximately  seven  hun¬ 
dred  feet  south  of  Pelton  Avenue,  in  the  city 
and  county  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  and  in 
exchange  for  said  conveyance  to  accept  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States  of  America  from 
the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  a  deed  conveying  fee 
simple  title  to  not  less  than  four  acres  of 
land  situated  within  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz, 
California,  to  be  utilized  as  the  site  for  a 
United  States  Army  Reserve  Center:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  pay  to 
the  United  States  a  sum  of  money  represent¬ 
ing,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  the  aggregate  of  (1)  the  amount  by 
which  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property 
so  conveyed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
exceeds  the  fair  market  value  of  the  land 
accepted  in  exchange  therefor;  (2)  the 
amount  heretofore  expended  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  in  connection  with  the 
proposed  construction  of  the  United  States 
Army  Reserve  Center  at  Lighthouse  Point  for 
work  and  materials  which  cannot  be  utilized 
in  connection  with  the  construction  of  the 
United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  on  the 
site  to  be  acquired  from  the  city;  and  (3) 
the  amount  by  which  the  costs  for  providing 
adequate  foundations,  sewer  and  water  facili¬ 
ties,  and  site  preparation  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center 
at  the  site  to  be  acquired  from  the  city  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  estimated  costs  for  providing  foun¬ 
dations,  sewer  and  water  facilities,  and  site 
preparation  at  the  Lighthouse  Point  site. 

Sec.  602.  The  moneys  received  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  under  this  title  shall  be 
covered  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  as  miscellaneous  receipts  except  that 
any  moneys  received  under  section  1(2)  and 

(3)  of  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  ap¬ 
propriation  to  which  such  costs  are  charged. 

Mr.  VINSON  (interrupting  reading  of 
the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  bill  be  considered 
as  read,  printed  in  the  Record,  and  open 
to  amendment  at  any  point  in  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  committee  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Committee  amendments:  Page  2,  line  11, 
strike  “Savannah”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“Savanna”. 

Page  24,  line  10,  strike  “$225,000”  and  In¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  "$255,000”. 

Page  32,  line  12,  strike  “Offut”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “Offutt”. 
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Page  40,  following  line  6,  insert  a  new 
item  as  follows: 

“Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units.” 

Page  69,  line  6,  strike  “section  1”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “section  601”. 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to 

°Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Vinson:  On 
page  20,  line  11,  strike  “250  units”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “450  units”. 

On  page  40,  following  line  3,  insert: 

“Loring  Air  Force  Base.  Maine,  114  units.” 

On  page  40,  following  line  9,  insert: 

“Travis  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600 
units.” 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
stated  to  the  committee  when  I  was  pre¬ 
senting  the  bill,  I  offer  this  amendment. 

These  Capehart  houses  have  all  been 
approved  by  the  President  and  would 
have  been  in  the  bill  had  they  been 
passed  on  by  the  Budget  prior  to  the 
time  the  Armed  Forces  Committee  re¬ 
ported  its  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Arends:  On 
page  39,  following  line  12,  insert  a  new  item 
as  follows: 

“Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  180 
units.” 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I 
would  like  to  say  that  Chanute  Air  Force 
Base  is  one  of  the  major  Air  Force  tech¬ 
nical  training  schools. 

I  offer  this  amendment  because  the 
Air  Force  has  a  firm  provable  require¬ 
ment  for  an  additional  180  family  hous¬ 
ing  units  at  Chanute  Air  Force  Base. 

Chanute  is  located  adjacent  to  the 
town  of  Rantoul,  Ill.,  which  has  a  popu¬ 
lation — within  the  commutable  area — of 
approximately  15,000  people. 

The  Air  Force  housing  requirement  is 
based  on  the  missions  at  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1962.  At  that  time,  there  will  be 
approximately  600  officers  and  5.400  air¬ 
men  assigned  to  the  base.  Of  these,  440 
officers  and  1,920  airmen — total  2,360 — 
personnel  will  be  authorized  family 
housing.  In  addition,  there  will  be  a  re¬ 
quirement  for  approximately  890  junior 
grade  airmen  for  whom  the  Air  Force  is 
not  authorized  to  provide  housing. 

Offsetting  this  requirement  are  1,780 
available,  adequate  housing  units,  con¬ 
sisting  of  78  public  quarters,  450  Cape- 
hart  units — under  construction — 800 
Wherry  units,  and  452  adequate  pri¬ 
vately  owned  units.  This  leaves  a  defi¬ 
cit  of  580  units.  Against  this  deficit  the 
Air  Force  proposes  to  construct  the  180 
additional  units. 

Construction  of  the  180  units  will  pro¬ 
vide  onbase  housing  for  only  64  percent 
of  the  authorized  requirement,  and  will 
provide  adequate  housing,  including  the 
private  rentals,  for  only  83  percent  of 
those  authorized  housing. 

I  want  to  draw  particular  attention  to 
the  fact  that  this  project  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
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and  has  been  certified  by  the  Federal 
Housing  Administration. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
thoroughly  familiar  with  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois;  I  have  examined  it;  I  am  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  facts.  This  item  is 
of  high  priority.  They  have  need  for 
2,360  units;  they  have  available  1,780 
units.  There  is  a  deficit  of  580  units. 

This  amendment  provides  for  only  180. 

I  think  we  would  be  warranted  in  try¬ 
ing  to  provide  more. 

I  accept  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cohelan  :  Page 
11,  between  lines  12  and  13,  under  the  head¬ 
ing  “Fleet  Base  Facilities”,  insert: 

“Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island,  California: 
Utilities,  $701,000”. 

Page  42,  lines  19  and  20,  strike  “$113,253,-  - 
000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$113,954,000”. 

Page  42,  line  22,  strike  “$182,283,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$182,984,000”. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  my  amendment  is  simply 
stated  as  being  to  provide  a  facility 
necessary  to  prevent  the  discharge  in 
San  Francisco  Bay  of  raw,  untreated 
sewage.  At  the  present  time  naval  fa¬ 
cilities  on  Treasure  Island  and  the  Yerba 
Buena  Island  are  discharging  raw  sew¬ 
age  into  the  bay. 

On  October  21,  1954,  the  California 
Regional  Water  Pollution  Control  Board 
of  Region  2  established  a  resolution 
which  stated  that  a  condition  of  pollu¬ 
tion  and  nuisance  existed  as  a  result  of 
untreated  sewage  being  discharged  into 
San  Francisco  Bay  from  the  shore  fa¬ 
cilities  of  the  U.S.  Navy  at  Treasure 
Island  and  Yerba  Buena  Island. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  this  resolution  has  the  force 
and  effect  of  law  in  California.  The  ef¬ 
fect  of  this  disposal  into  San  Francisco 
Bay  today  has  become  increasingly  in¬ 
imical  to  the  welfare  of  the  people  of  the 
State  of  California. 

Executive  Order  No.  10014,  dated  No¬ 
vember  3,  1948,  requires  cooperation  an4 
participation  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  local  pollution  abatement  programs. 
My  amendment  is  in  direct  consonance 
with  that  Executive  order  and  would  be 
a  major  step  forward  in  correcting  a 
most  serious  situation  in  San  Francisco 
Harbor. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  this  item, 
which  would  cost  $701,000,  is  very  high 
on  the  Navy’s  priority  list  but  fell  out 
of  the  current  program  which  we  are 
considering  today  at  the  last  moment. 

This  type  of  facility  is  sometimes  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  military  to  be  less  attrac¬ 
tive  than  some  operational  facilities. 
While  I  can  understand  the  views  of  the 
military  in  this  respect,  I  feel  that  this 
does  constitute  a  sufficiently  important 
item  to  warrant  the  full  approval  of  this 
House. 

Let  me  repeat,  this  is  a  high-priority 
item  in  the  Navy’s  own -program,  but  as 
it  fell  out  of  the  program  this  year,  so 
might  it  fall  out  again  next  year  in 


competition  with  other  apparently  more 
attractive  military  requirements. 

I  most  sincerely  urge  favorable  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  amendment  as  a  truly 
necessary  and  even  vital  requirement  for 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  area. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
had  the  privilege  of  examining  this 
amendment.  I  know  it  is  very  high  on 
the  priority  list  and  the  objective  is  well 
founded.  No  community  in  America 
wants  raw  sewage  flowing  into  its  water¬ 
ways.  There  is  a  large  naval  installa¬ 
tion  out  there  at  Treasure  Island  that 
is  polluting  the  water  of  San  Francisco 
Bay. 

This  is  an  item  that  would  increase 
the  appropriation  or  authorization  by 
$701,000.  We  reduced  this  bill  $109  mil¬ 
lion  under  the  budget  estimate.  If  we 
accept  this  amendment  then  it  will  bring 
about  a  permanent  reduction  in  the  au¬ 
thorization  to  $108,546,000. 

We  have  already  done  a  magnificent 
job  on  this  bill,  so  it  will  not  hurt  to 
accept  this  amendment  providing  for 
$701,000  additional. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
know  whether  there  is  any  money  in  this 
bill  for  the  Air  Force  Academy  or  not. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  can  see  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  I  are  thinking  alike.  There 
is  not  one  dollar  in  here  for  the  Air 
Force  Academy. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
an  item  or  two  that  I  think  should  be 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  House  in 
connection  with  what  is  going  on  at  the 
Air  Force  Academy.  I  find  in  a  report 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  in  February  1959, 
which  is  not  too  long  ago,  a  statement 
by  a  Member  of  the  Senate,  to  be  found 
on  page  2646  of  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord  of  March  8,  1954,  as  follows: 

I  may  say  that  the  top  limit  of  the  origi¬ 
nal  appropriation  requested  for  the  Air  Force 
Academy  was  $146  million.  The  committee 
voted  to  make  the  limit  $126  million  instead 
of  the  $146  million  without  serious  objec¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  Air  Force. 

Turning  to  the  report  that  was  issued 
in  February  of  this  year  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  we  find  that  the  total 
estimated  cost  of  establishing,  construct¬ 
ing,  and  equipping  the  Air  Force  Acad¬ 
emy,  exclusive  of  aircraft,  is  shown  on 
page  18. 

I  read  from  the  summarization: 

The  recorded  Air  Force  cost  as  adjusted  as 
Of  August  31,  1958,  $176,691,505. 

Related  costs  (Capehart  housing  and  Fed¬ 
eral  grants  for  school  construction),  $20,- 
860,162. 

Additional  planned  requirements  (ap¬ 
proved  and  unapproved),  $72,261,970. 

That  is  a  total  of  $269,813,637  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  statement  to  be  found  in 
the  Record  on  March  8,  1954,  of  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $126  million. 

Now,  then,  on  page  10  of  this  report 
from  the  General  Accounting  Office  I 
find  this: 

The  cost  of  construction  items  amounting 
to  $3,479,866  was  improperly  charged  to  other 
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appropriations.  As  a  result  of  congressional 
hearings  in  June  1958,  adjustments  were 
made  by  the  Air  Force  for  $938,068.  We  in¬ 
tend  to  inform  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
that  additional  adjustments  of  $2,541,798 
should  be  made. 

And  the  report  goes  on  to  list  the 
adjustments  that  must  be  made  includ¬ 
ing  $938,068. 

Here  are  a  few  items : 

Removal  of  slash  and  debris,  $108,064. 

Bowling  alleys — social  center,  $94,052. 

Bowling  alleys — base  exchange,  $97,- 
160.  . 

Swimming  pool  dividers,  $171,112. 

Valet  units — cadet  quarters,  $364,798. 

Medicine  cabinets — cadet  quarters, 
$102,882. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  medicine  cab¬ 
inets  are,  but  I  assume  they  are  the  kind 
of  cabinets  you  have  in  the  bathroom  in 
your  home  or  apartment.  I  do  not  know 
what  else  they  could  be.  But  the  amount 
is  $102,882. 

Now,  I  wonder  when  somebody  is  go¬ 
ing  to  put  the  brake  on  this  Air  Force 
Academy  construction  program.  Some¬ 
thing  needs  to  be  done,  and  badly. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  am  happy  to  say  that 
we  already  haw  put  the  brakes  on.  The 
figure  in  the  organize  law  was  $126  mil¬ 
lion.  By  two  or  three  amendments  we 
raised  the  cost  to  about  $140  million, 
total  construction.  And,  there  is  not  $1 
in  this  tall  for  the  Academy.  So,  we 
have  in  that  way  conformed  with  the 
Comptroller’s  report.  I  have  it  here, 
and  I  am  glad  the  gentleman  is  reading 
it  and  will  continue'  to  read  it  on  some 
other  of  there  items.  It  is  very  illumi¬ 
nating.  So,  rest  assured  that  there  is 
not  1  penny  in  this  bill  today  for  the  Air 
Force  Academy.  The  brakes  are  on  now. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Cohelan]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gubser:  On 
page  55,  after  line  7  and  before  line  8,  insert 
the  following: 

“San  Jose,  California :  Parking  lot  and  drill 
grounds,  $1.” 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  have  had  the 
privilege  of  examining  this  amendment. 
It  is  an  exchange  of  property  without 
cost  to  the  Government;  almost  to  the 
foot  an  equal  exchange  of  property.  I 
have  no  objection  to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Gubser]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Smith  of  Mississippi,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee,  having  had  under  con- 
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sideration  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  au¬ 
thorize  certain  construction  at  military 
installations,  and  for  other  purposes, 
pursuant  to  House  Resolution  245,  he 
reported  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
sundry  amendments  adopted  by  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were  yeas  377,  nays  7,  not  voting  50, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  30] 

YEAS— 377 


Abbitt 

Cahill 

Fountain 

Abemethy 

Canfield 

Frazier 

Adair 

Cannon 

Frelinghuysen 

Addonizio 

Carter 

Friedel 

Albert 

Casey 

Fulton 

Alexander 

Cederberg 

Gallagher 

Alger 

Chamberlain 

Garmatz 

Allen 

Chelf 

Gary 

Anderson, 

Chenoweth 

Gathings 

Mont. 

Chiperfield 

Gavin 

Andrews 

Church 

George 

Anfuso 

Clark 

Glenn 

Arends 

Coad 

Granahan 

Ashley 

Coffin 

Grant 

Ashmore 

Cohelan 

Gray 

Aspinall 

Collier 

Green,  Oreg. 

Auchincloss 

Colmer 

Green,  Pa. 

Avery 

Conte 

Griffin 

Ayres 

Cook 

Griffiths 

Bailey 

Cooley 

Gross 

Baker 

Corbett 

Gubser 

Baldwin 

Cunningham 

Hagen 

Barden 

Curtin 

Haley 

Barr 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Hall 

Barrett 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Halleck 

Barry 

Dague 

Halpern 

Bass,  N.H. 

Daniels 

Hardy 

Bass.Tenn. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Hargis 

Bates 

Dawson 

Harmon 

Becker 

Delaney 

Harris 

Beckworth 

Denton 

Harrison 

Belcher 

Derounian 

Healey 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Derwinskt 

Hebert 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Devine 

Hemphill 

Bentley 

Dingell 

Henderson 

Berry 

Dixon 

Herlong 

Betts 

Dollinger 

Hess 

Blatnik 

Donohue 

Hiestand 

Blitch 

Dooley 

Hoeven 

Boggs 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Hoffman,  111. 

Boland 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Bolling 

Dowdy 

Hogan 

Bolton 

Downing 

Holifield 

Bonner 

Doyle 

Holt 

Bosch 

Dulski 

Holtzman 

Bow 

Durham 

Horan 

Boykin 

Dwyer 

Hosmer 

Boyle 

Edmondson 

Huddleston 

Brademas 

Elliott 

Hull 

Bray 

Everett 

Ikard 

Breeding 

Evins 

Irwin 

Brewster 

Fallon 

Jarman 

Brock 

Farbstein 

Jennings 

Brooks,  La. 

Fascell 

Jensen 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Feighan 

Johansen 

Broomfield 

Fenton 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Fino 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Fisher 

Johnson,  Md. 

Broyhill 

Flood 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Budge 

Flynn 

Jonas 

Burdick 

Flynt 

Jones,  Ala. 

Burke,  Ky. 

Fogarty 

Jones,  Mo. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Foley 

Judd 

Burleson 

Forand 

Karsten 

Bush 

Ford 

Karth 

Byrne,  Pft. 

Forrester 

Kasem 

Kastenmeier 

Moore 

Schenck 

Kearns 

Moorhead 

Scherer 

Kee 

Morgan 

Schwengel 

Keith 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Selden 

Kelly 

Morris,  Okla. 

Shelley 

Keogh 

Moss 

Sheppard 

Kilburn 

Mumma 

Shipley 

Kilday 

Murphy 

Short 

Kilgore 

Murray 

Sikes 

King,  Calif. 

Natcher 

Siler 

King,  Utah 

Nelsen 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Kirwan 

Nix 

Sisk 

Kitchin 

Norrell 

Slack 

Kluczynski 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Knox 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Iowa 

Kowalski 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Smith,  Kans. 

Lafore 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Landrum 

O’Neill 

Smith,  Va. 

Lane 

Oliver 

Spence 

Langen 

Osmers 

Springer 

Lankford 

Ostertag 

Staggers 

Latta 

Passman 

Steed 

Lennon 

Patman 

Stratton 

Lesinski 

Pelly 

Taber 

Levering 

Perkins 

Taylor 

Libonati 

Pfost 

Teague,  Calif. 

Lindsay 

Philbin 

Thomas 

Lipscomb 

Pillion 

Thompson,  La. 

Loser 

Pirnie 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

McCormack 

Poage 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

McCulloch 

Poff 

Thornberry 

McDonough 

Porter 

Toll 

McDowell 

Preston 

Tollefson 

McFall 

Price 

Trimble 

McGinley 

Prokop 

Tuck 

McGovern 

Pucinski 

Ullman 

Mclntire 

Quie 

Utt 

McMillan 

Rabaut 

Vanik 

McSween 

Rains 

Van  Zandt 

Macdonald 

Randall 

Vinson 

Machrowicz 

Ray 

Wain  wright 

Mack,  Ill . 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Wallhauser 

Mack,  Wash. 

Rees,  Kans. 

Walter 

Madden 

Reuss 

Wampler 

Magnuson 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Watts 

Mahon 

Riehlman 

Weaver 

Mailliard 

Riley 

Weis 

Marshall 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Westland 

Martin 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Wharton 

Matthews 

Roberts 

Widnall 

May 

Robison 

Wier 

Metcalf 

Rodino 

Willis 

Michel 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Withrow 

Miller, 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Wright 

Clement  W. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Yates 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Young 

Milliken 

Rooney 

Younger 

Mills 

Roosevelt 

Zablocki 

Minshall 

Rutherford 

Zelenko 

Monagan 

St.  George 

Montoya 

Saylor 

NAYS— 7 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Mason 

O’Konski 

Jackson 

Meyer 

Sullivan 

Laird 

NOT  VOTING— 

50 

Alford 

Holland 

Santangelo 

Anderson, 

Meader 

Saund 

Minn. 

Merrow 

Scott 

Baring 

Miller, 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Baumhart 

George  P. 

Stubblefield 

Bowles 

Mitchell 

Teague,  Tex. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Moeller 

Teller 

Buckley 

Morrison 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Carnahan 

Moulder 

Udall 

Celler 

Multer 

Van  Pelt 

Cramer 

Norblad 

Whitener 

Daddario 

Pilcher 

Whitten 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Polk 

Williams 

Dent 

Powell 

Wilson 

Diggs 

Quigley 

Winstead 

Giaimo 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Wolf 

Hays 

Rostenkowski 

Hechler 

Roush 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Santangelo  with  Mr.  Baumhart. 

Mr.  Winstead  with  Mr.  Simpson  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Mr.  Whitten  with  Mr.  Van  Pelt. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Wilson. 

Mr.  Holland  with  Mr.  Norblad. 

Mr.  Whitener  with  Mr.  Meader. 

Mr.  Bowles  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr.  Rhodes  of  Arizona. 

Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Andersen  of  Minne¬ 
sota. 


The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  on  this  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  1 
minute  in  order  to  inquire  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  as  to  the  program  for  the 
balance  of  this  week  and  for  next  week. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  no  further  program  for  the 
balance  of  this  week.  We  are  all  caught 
up  with  rules  reported  out  by  the  Rules 
Committee. 

As  the  Rules  Committee  failed  to  re¬ 
port  out  a  rule  today  on  the  housing  bill, 
we  will,  of  course,  have  to  wait  until 
calm  judgment  reconsiders  and  brings 
out  a  rule.  We  are  all  caught  up. 

I  have  no  legislative  program  to  an¬ 
nounce  for  next  week. 

Starting  Wednesday  evening,  of 
course,  begin  the  holy  days  of  our 
friends  of  the  Jewish  faith.  That  means 
there  would  be  legislation  only  on  Mon¬ 
day  and  Tuesday.  So  if  the  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee  should  meet  Monday — I  have  no 
knowledge  that  they  will — but  if  they 
should  I  would  feel  under  all  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  that  I  should  not  program 
legislation  for  next  week. 

So  there  is  no  further  program  for 
the  rest  of  the  week  and  there  is  no 
Wogram  for  next  week  except  on  Mon¬ 
day  the  calls  of  bills  on  the  Consent 
Calendar  and  on  Tuesday  the  call  of 
bills  >on  the  Private  Calendar. 

Mr.  TSjpeaker,  it  has  been  suggested  to 
me,  anosT  think  it  is  a  very  good  one, 
that  we  call  bills  on  both  the  Consent 
and  Private.  Calendars  on  Monday  next. 
So  if  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  has 
no  objection, \  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  call  of  bills  on  the  Private 
Calendar  for  Tuesday  next  may  take 
place  on  Monday  nkxt. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Speaker,  I  have 

no  objection.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  MONDAY 
NEXT  \ 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  SpeakeK  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet' 
on  Monday  next. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  17  (legislative  day,  April  15) ,  1959 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 


AN  ACT 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I 

4  Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 

5  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 

6  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma- 

7  nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 

8  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 

9  projects : 

I 


2 


1  Inside  the  United  States 

2  TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 

3  (Ordnance  Corps) 

4  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Training  facili- 

5  ties  and  troop  housing,  $785,000. 

6  Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsylvania:  Mainte- 

7  nance  facilities,  $454,000. 

8  Bedstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Operational  facilities,  re- 

9  search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  medical  facilities, 

10  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,387,000. 

11  Savanna  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois :  Supply  facilities, 

12  $1,160,000. 

n  i  / » 

*  i  m  «y 

13  (Quartermaster  Corps) 

14  Port  Lee,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  troop  housing, 

15  $414,000. 

16  (Chemical  Corps) 

17  Port  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  development,  and 

18  test  facilities,  $270,000. 

19  Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Research,  develop- 

20  ment,  and  test  facilities,  operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 

21  $532,000. 

:  • .  i  *  *  *  *  f'  T  '  * '  . 

22  (Signal  Corps) 

23  Port  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Operational  facilities,  research, 

24  development  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,230,000. 
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(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Eort  Belvoir,  Virginia:  Operational  facilities,  medical 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  util¬ 
ities,  $1,376,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Eort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Hospital  and  medical  facilities, 
$4,866,000. 

Charleston  Transportation  Depot,  South  Carolina:  Fam¬ 
ily  housing,  $251,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Eitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Medical  facilities 
and  utilities,  $188,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 

(Eirst  Army  Area) 

Eort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $59,- 

000. 

Eort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $64,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $229,000. 

Eort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,- 
747,000. 
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Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  medical  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $2,530,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Training  facilities  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $1,090,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  community  facility,  $1,228,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Utilities,  $2,300,000. 

Fort  Bucker,  Alabama  :  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties  and  supply  facilities,  $2,662,000. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $238,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
troop  housing,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7,260,000. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $840,000. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $5,337,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities,  $160,000. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational  facilities, 
medical  facilities  and  utilities,  $593,000. 

Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri:  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $261,000. 
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(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Ord,  California:  Supply  facilities,  $85,000. 
Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California:  Utilities,  $218,- 

000. 

(United  States  Military  x^cademy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New 
York:  Family  housing  and  utilities,  $6,303,000 

(Alaska  Command  Area) 

Fort  Greely:  Family  housing  and  community  facilities, 
$2,395,000. 

Fort  Richardson:  Training  facilities,  $321,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  and  Support  Facilities) 
Various  locations:  Family  housing,  $1,646,000. 
Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities  and  utilities, 
$29,026,000: 

Outside  the  United  States 
(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Helemano,  Hawaii:  Real  estate,  $90,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii :  Training  facilities  and 
community  facilities,  $1,259,000. 

Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa:  Training  facilities,  $217,000. 
Pacific  Scatter  System:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,104,000. 
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(Caribbean  Command  Area) 

Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facilities,  $228,000. 

(European  Command  Area) 

France:  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

Germany:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $10,338,000. 

Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  community  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$1,973,000. 

(Army  Security  Agency) 

Various  locations:  Administrative  facilities,  operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  family  housing, 
and  utilities,  $5,573,000. 

(Strategic  Army  Communications) 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,288,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $83,330,000. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  estab- 
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1  lish  or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed- 

2  ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 

3  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen 

4  research  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  pro- 

5  duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 

6  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next 

7  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 

8  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there- 

9  with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 

10  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 

11  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 

12  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $5,000,000:  Provided, 

13  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 

14  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 

15  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de- 

16  cision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public 

17  work  imdertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real 

18  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will 

19  expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public 

20  works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed 

21  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have 

22  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

23  (b)  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 

24  Stat.  636,  638)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 

e '  ’*  ’  '  *•  r  1  -* 

25  works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Commit- 
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tees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com- 
jnunity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing 
foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  400  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  12,  157  units  and 
community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

ARADCOM  Tac  Sites,  575  units. 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 
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1  Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  200  units. 

2  Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units. 

3  Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

4  Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1,000  units. 

5  Fort  Hood,  Texas,  800  units. 

6  Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  867  units. 

7  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

8  Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 

9  Fort  Ord,  California,  500  units. 

10  Fort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

11  Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts,  1,200  units. 

12  Outside  the  United  States 

13  Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Rico,  150  units.  £1 

H  Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
lb  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental  United 

16  States”,  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

17  (1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
1®  facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Aberdeeh 

19  Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$2,288,0Q0”  and 

20  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,613,000”. 

21  (2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

22  facilities  (Quartermaster  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  New 
22  Cumberland  General  Depot,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out 
21  “$464,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$597,000”. 

H.  R.  5674 - 2  -  : 
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(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  seevices 
facilities  (Signal  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$1,936,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,276,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “field  foeces  facilities 
(Fifth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Leonard  Wood, 
Missouri,  strike  out  “$4,663,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$5,051,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$118,101,000”  and  “$295,580,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation,  ap¬ 
purtenances,  utilities  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYAED  FACILITIES 

Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,422,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $365,000. 
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David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Maryland: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $318,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Subsidence 
protective  measures,  $500,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,146,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  and  production  facilities, 
$3,497,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Operational 
facilities,  $7,353,000. 

Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island,  California:  Utilities, 
$701,000'. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities;  and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Pield, 
Bravo,  operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  and  real  estate,  $5,147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Florida:  Community 
facilities,  $400,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Flor- 
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1  '  ida:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate, 

2  $2,811,000. 

3  (Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

4  Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational 

5  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili- 

6  ties,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 

7  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
g  improvements,  $26,897,000. 

9  Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California:  Operational 

40  facilities,  $305,000. 

44  Naval  Ah*  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia:  Operational  facili- 

42  ties,  $336,000. 

43  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

44  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 

45  Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  $51,000. 

46  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California;  Opera- 

fi 

47  tional  facilities,  $48,000. 

48  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California:  Troop 

49  housing,  $2,216,000. 

rff-y.  #  #  m  * 

20  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona: 

........  *  ’  V 

21  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 

22  troop  housing,  $3,940,000. 

23  (Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

24  Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force 

25  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland :  Operational  facilities,  main- 

26  tenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,051,000. 
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1  Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey:  Utilities, 

2  $726,000. 

X  V  .....  •  •  - 

3  Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland  i  Opeya- 

4  tional  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facili- 

5  ties,  $1,196,000. 

q  Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania: 

7  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $333,000. 

8  Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Opera- 

9  tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development, 

10  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin* 

11  istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  arid 

12  utilities  and  ground  improvements ;  at  Point  Arguello,  main- 

13  tenance  facilities,  research  development,  and  test  facilities, 

14  ammunition  storage  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  fa- 

15  cilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements;  and,  at  vari- 

16  ous  Pacific  islands,  operational  facilities,  research,  develop- 

17  ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $30,050,000. 

18  SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

19  Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne,  New  Jersey:  Admin- 

20,  istrative  facilities,  $123,000.  n.? 

21  Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn,  New  York: 

22  Administrative  facilities,  $113,000.  ■  :::£ 

23  Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  California:  Adminis- 

24  trative  facilities,  $100,000.  t: 
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MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $432,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  ammunition  storage 
facilities,  $328,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $1,137,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head,  Maryland:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $972,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Utilities, 
$1,025,000. 

Naval  Communication  Training  Center,  Corry  Field, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,000,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $4,712,000. 

Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Real  Estate,  $81,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Utilities, 
$144,000. 

MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New  London, 
Connecticut:  Medical  research  facilities,  $75,000. 
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COMMUNICATION  FACILITES 
Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Kodiak,  Alaska: 
Operational  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Camp  Chiniak,  Alaska: 
Operational  facilities,  $40,000. 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia: 
Operational  facilities,  $1,781,000. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia:  Maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,957,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $3,179,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine:  Troop 
housing,  $271,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 
Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,591,000. 
Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands: 
Operational  facilities,  $507,000. 
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1  AVIATION  FACILITIES 

2  Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop  housing  and 

3  community  facilities,  $4,133,000. 

4  Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan:  Operational  facilities, 

5  $1,640,000. 

6  .  Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing,  $295,000. 

7  Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon,  Philippine 

8  Islands:  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

9  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri- 

10  tory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $47,000. 

11  Naval  Station,  Boosevelt  Boads,  Puerto  Bico:  Opera- 

12  tional  facilities,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 

13  community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 

14  $3,579,000. 

15  Naval  Air  Station,  Bota,  Spain:  Operational  facilities, 

16  $11,934,000. 

17  SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

18  Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of 

19  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities, 

20  $4,796,000. 

21  communication  facilities 

22  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel,  Turkey: 

23  Utilities,  $105,000. 

24  Naval  Badio  Pacility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 

25  Troop  housing,  $267,000. 
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Naval  Radio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $781,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa:  Operational 
facilities,  $2,038,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto  Rico:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $86,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $274,000. 

YAJRDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $10,947,000. 

Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities, 
$760,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  . of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $21,765,000. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 
or  develop  Navy  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc- 
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tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interest  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $5,000,000:  Provided ,  That 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will  expire  as 
of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public  works  proj¬ 
ects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified 
pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  646)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 
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Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for¬ 
eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  imits. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646) ,  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the 
following  locations: 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston,  South  Carolina, 
40  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California, 
500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada,  106  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225  units. 

Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  500  unitg, 
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Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida,  40  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi,  320 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia,  Louisiana, 
178  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  500  units. 

Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory,  Panama  City,  Florida, 
42  units. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia,  450  units. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia,  142  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California,  150 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida, 
229  units. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona, 
100  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 
“$72,785,000”,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,- 
000”.  (b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec- 
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tion  502  the  amounts  “$72,785,000”,  and  “$212,833,000”, 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,000” 
and  “$212,983,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 

% 

the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Memphis,  Tennessee,  by  striking  out  “$511,- 
000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$664,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ”  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$273,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$330,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$312,004,000”,  and  “$460,716,000” 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$312,214,000”, 
and  “$460,926,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
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(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Facility,  New  Biver,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$39,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$52,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facil¬ 
ities”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp 
Pendleton,  California,  by  striking  out  “$1,469,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$1,596,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  un¬ 
der  the  heading  “Outside  the  United  States”  in  section 
201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “communication  facilities” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istan¬ 
bul,  Turkey,  by  striking  out  “$130,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$320,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$230,356,000”,  “$48,199,000”,  and  “$337,611,000”,  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$230,496,000”, 
“$48,389,000”,  and  $337,941,000”. 

TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  prepa- 
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ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIE  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $766,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $190,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota:  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,309,000. 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Eafael,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $2,779,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $955,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $1,755,000. 
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McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $523,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $3,371,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,078,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $255,000. 

Bichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis¬ 
souri:  Maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $866,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $612,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach, 
New  York:  Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $269,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,266,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska  :  Community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,181,000. 
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Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,150,000. 

Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improvements, 

$100,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,690,000. 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Various  locations,  Alaska:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,510,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Borne,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $676,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $341,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,303,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,548,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  and  community  facilities  $2,676,000. 
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Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  troop  bousing,  $900,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$12,458,000. 

AIE  BESEAECH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullahoma, 
Tennessee:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $5,690,000. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 
$542,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida  :  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  $833,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$909,000. 

Laurence  G.  ITanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
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Training  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,258,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $1,822,000. 

Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Research  Site>  Alamogordo, 
New  Mexico:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $616,000.  ,> 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,828,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $216,000.  :  ; 

Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,307,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational 
facilities,  $405,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$1,598,000. 
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Perrin  Air  Porce  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $408,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Porce  Base,  Wichita  Palls,  Texas :  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
hospital  facilities,  $7,741,000. 

Vance  Air  Porce  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
facilities,  $250,000. 

Webb  Air  Porce  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $2,193,000. 

AIR  UNIVERSITY 

Gunter  Air  Porce  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,915,000. 

Maxwell  Air  Porce  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama :  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $391,000. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Porce  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $21,357,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Charleston  Air  Porce  Base,  Charleston,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $822,000. 
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Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware  :  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $750,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,083,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $253,000. 

strategic  air  command 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $110,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  ground  improvements, 
$569,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $300,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $416,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,099,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,725,000, 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


30 


Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,484,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$425,000. 

Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana: 
Utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $350,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 
Hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $4,075,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $621,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $264,000. 

Davis  Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $895,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,260,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $292,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  South  Dakota: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,445,000. 
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Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $158,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 
facilities,  $762,000. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Cheyenne,  Wyo¬ 
ming:  Administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities  and  utilities,  $1,461,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,711,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $6,364,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $410,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $164,000. 

Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  $325,000. 

Loring  Air  F orce  Base,  Limestone,  Maine :  Maintenance 
facilities,  $48,000. 

MacHill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida  :  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $866,000. 
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Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $1,066,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Biverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $6,052,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,402,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,361,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,802,- 
000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $542,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,134,000. 

Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,533,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 
facilities,  $4,147,000. 
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Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$1,505,000. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $147,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $942,000. 

Wbiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster,  Missouri:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,406,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $2,484,000. 

TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mexico:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $800,000. 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria,  Louisiana:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,468,000. 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Hospital 
facilities,  $2,222,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $540,000. 

H.  B.  5674 - 5 
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Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South 
Carolina:  Maintenance  facilities,  $151,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $672,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $3,249,000. 

Seymour '-Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,- 
150,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina :  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $715,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $246,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facil¬ 
ities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $77,405,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 


$2,249,000. 
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PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Wake  Island:  Supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,211,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $21,352,000. 

strategic  air  command 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $374,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Bico :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,309,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $6,996,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $8,590,000. 

UNITED  STATES  SECURITY  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,908,000. 
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SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $16,987,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for 
ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  and  ballistic  missile 
detection  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabili¬ 
tating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utihties,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $443,541,000. 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 
estabfish  or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facihties  by 
proceeding  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in 
Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 
unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 
the  next  mifitary  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
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1  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 

2  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $5,000,000:  Pro- 

3  vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 

4  shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 

5  and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 

6  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 

7  any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 

8  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authoriza- 

9  tion  will  expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those 
10  public  works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
1]  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 

12  have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that 

13  date. 

14  (b)  Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 

15  Stat.  636,  655)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 

16  works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 

17  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

18  tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 

19  this  Act. 

20  Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 

21  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 

22  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

23  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 

24  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com- 
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munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 
(68  Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity  transactions 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation : 

Various  locations,  France,  300  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  203  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  187  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Burderop  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom,  152  units 
and  community  facilities. 

\ 

Croughton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Greenham  Common  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
135  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  136 
units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  468 
units  and  hospital  facilities. 

Ruislip  (West)  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Sculthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  61  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Welford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 
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Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Woodbridge  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Classified  locations,  343  units  and  community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
construct  family  bousing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Blytbeville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  300  units. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  180  units. 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  350  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  150  units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  300  units. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  340  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  190  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  500  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  470  units. 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  240  units. 
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Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  285  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  260  units. 
Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330  units. 
Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  560  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230  units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  .Dakota,  320  units. 
Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  550  units. 
Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  300  units. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600  units. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  260  units. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170  units. 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  400  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350  units. 
Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended,  under  the  heading  “Outside  the  United 
States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “alaskan  air  command”, 
with  respect  to  Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  strike  out 
“$1,630,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,895,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
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“$160,705,000”,  and  “$607,460,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$160,970,000”,  and  “$607,725,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended,  under 
the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301 
as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command”— 

(1)  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base, 
Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out  “$1,832,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,182,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  “$3,265,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$3,890,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base, 
Kansasville,  Wisconsin,  strike  out  “$15,552,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$16,655,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$542,161,000”  and 
“$952,415,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$544,- 
239,000”  and  “$954,493,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  IV 
general  provisions 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military  department 
may  proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  under  this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.O.  529;  40 
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U.S.C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority 
for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  super¬ 
vision  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be 
exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section 
355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  255) , 
and  even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  author¬ 
ity  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make 
surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government- 
owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 
appropriations  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States,  $86,505,- 
000;  outside  the  United  States,  $24,210,000;  section 
102,  $83,330,000;  section  103,  $5,000,000;  or  a  total 
of  $199,045,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States,  $113,- 
954,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $42,265,000;  sec¬ 
tion  202,  $21,765,000;  section  203,.  $5,000,000;  or  a 
total  of  $182,984,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $295,- 
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100,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $65,081,000;  sec¬ 
tion  302,  $443,541,000;  section  303,  $5,000,000;  or 
a  total  of  $808,722,000. 

Sec.  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II, 
and  III  of  this  Act,  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
concerned,  be  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  (other  than  Alaska)  and  by  10  per 
centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  States  or  in  Alaska. 
However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title  may 
not  be  more  than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  he  appro¬ 
priated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

Sec.  404.  Whenever — 

( 1 )  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  con¬ 
tracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or  de¬ 
velopment  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in  for¬ 
eign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 
this  Act ;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  those  contracts; 

the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  that  section. 

Sec.  405.  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the 
United  States  for  performance  within  the  United  States,  its 
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Territories  and  possessions,  imder  this  Act  shall  be  executed 
under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and  super¬ 
vision  is  wholly  impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  exe¬ 
cuted  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  another  De¬ 
partment  or  Government  agency,  and  shall  be  awarded, 
insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest 
responsible  bidder,  if  the  national  security  will  not  be  im¬ 
paired  and  the  award  is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  Secretaries  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  departments  shall  report  semiannually  to  the  President 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a 
competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations  for 
military  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary 
of  a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establish¬ 
ment  or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities, 
and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are 
contained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  31,  1957,  and  not 
superseded  or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization 
are  repealed,  except — 
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(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in 
the  titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as 
to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in 
part  before  July  1,  1960,  and  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guarantee  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
Line  of  Communications,  Erance,  in  the  amount  of 
$10,000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28, 
1951  (65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act 
of  April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended; 

(7)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  507 
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of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  661), 
tlie  authorization  for: 

(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  installation 
in  the  amount  of  $2,234,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69 
Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $369,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe  in  the 
amount  of  $6,925,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  994)  ; 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in  the 
amount  of  $1,060,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  994)  ; 

(e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,300,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994)  ; 

(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  removal 
for  flight  clearance  in  the  amount  of  $754,000  at 
various  locations  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  ‘‘Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
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(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations)  ”  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332),  as  amended; 

(g)  operational  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$700,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville, 
Florida  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201, 
imder  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
and  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Fleet  Sup¬ 
port  Air  Stations)  ”  in  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  996) ,  as  amended; 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  contained  in  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to  the  extent  that  section 
504  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636, 
660) ,  made  available  such  authorization  for  the 
construction  of  family  housing  for  the  Department 
of  the  Army  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania, 
Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana,  and  Fort 
Shafter,  Hawaii,  and  for  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force  at  Simdance,  Wyoming,  and  at  four 
locations  outside  the  United  States. 

(i)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $5,000,000  for 
Camp  Jackson,  South  Carolina,  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  326). 
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Sec.  407.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

‘‘Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1959  through  and  in¬ 
cluding  1962,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facil¬ 
ities  at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment 
as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  depend¬ 
ents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is 
a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military 
tactical  installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased 
on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  seven 
thousand  five  hundred  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at 
any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing 
facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations  available  for 
maintenance  and  operation  hut  may  not  exceed  $150  a 
month  for  any  such  unit.” 

Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of 
August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall 
be  contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military 
installations  or  activities  unless  the  actual  numbei  of  units 
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involved  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  except  ( 1 )  housing  units 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  rental  guarantee  family 
housing  authorized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622)  ;  and  (3)  housing  units  leased 
for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms 
of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
section  2675  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.” 

Sec.  409.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
as  follows : 

(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“  (g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Army 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  major.” 

(b)  Section  7574  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“  (e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropiiated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Navy 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  lieutenant  commander.” 
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(c)  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  tbe  Air 
Force  may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 
area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers 
holding  grades  below  major.’’ 

Sec.  410.  To  the  extent  that  any  authority  provided 
by  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636),  or  this 
Act,  for  the  construction  of  appropriated  fund  family  housing 
at  locations  in  foreign  countries  is  not  utilized,  the  con¬ 
struction  or  acquisition  of  the  number  of  housing  units  so 
authorized  may  be  accomplished  at  the  same  locations  under 
the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954 
(68  Stat.  1119,  1125) ,  as  amended. 

Sec.  411.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I, 
II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any 
building  construction  project  within  the  continental  United 
States  (other  than  Alaska)  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

(1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  ware¬ 
housing  ; 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks: 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters; 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


51 


special  circumstances,  application  to  such  project  of  the 
limitations  on  unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is  im¬ 
practicable. 

Sec.  412.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3,  1958  (72 
Stat.  78)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$500,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$900,000.” 

Sec.  413.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  of  this  Act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Military  Construction  Act  of  1959”.  . 

TITLE  V 

Reserve  Forces  Facilities 

Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  the  following  facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

ARMY  RESERVE 

Akron  (Number  2) ,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Allentown-Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $302,000. 

Anderson,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

Aurora,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bardstown,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Bellaire,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bloomington,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
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Bloomington,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bridgeport-Fairfield,  Connecticut :  Training  facilities 
addition,  $64,000. 

Bronx,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Brownsville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Butler,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Champaign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
.Chicago  Heights,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chico,  California:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Cumberland,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Dallas  (Number  2) ,  Texas:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$64,000. 

Dayton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

Delaware,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Detroit  (Number  1),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Detroit  (Number  2),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $156,000. 
El  Dorado,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Evanston,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Flint,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $551,000. 

Fort  Smith,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Fulton,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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Gadsden,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $144,000. 
Galveston,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Hammond,  Indiana:  Training  facilities:  $168,000. 
Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Joliet,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

La  Crosse,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Lafayette,  Louisiana  :  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Malone,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Mankato,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Marion,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Meadville,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Milwaukee  (West),  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Morristown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Mount  Vernon,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
New  Orleans  (Number  1),  Louisiana:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $520,000. 


Odessa,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Painesville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Pittsburgh  (Number  3),  Pennsylvania:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $574,000. 

Purcell,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Kolia,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Kutland,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $143,000. 
Sacramento,  California:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$61,000. 

Saint  Cloud,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $330,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $61,000. 

San  Antonio  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$520,000. 

San  Diego,  California  :  Training  facilities,  $526,000. 
San  Marcos,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Santa  Barbara,  California:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $259,000. 
Springfield,  Missouri:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$73,000. 

Uniontown,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 
Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Washington,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Washington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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1  Washington,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,- 

2  000. 

3  Wenatchee,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

4  Westminster,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

5  Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  additions, 

6  $1,788,000. 

7  Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $800,000. 

8  San  Jose,  California:  Parking  lot  and  drill  grounds,  $1. 

9  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (ARMORY) 

10  Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $55,000. 

11  Anchorage,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $276,000. 

12  Baltimore  (Dundalk) ,  Maryland:  Training  facilities, 

13  $215,000. 

14  Bayamon,  Puerto  Eico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

15  Beebe,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

16  Belen,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

17  Benson,  North  Carolina  :  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

18  Birmingham,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

19  Buffalo,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

20  Butte,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

21  Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 

22  $250,000. 

23  Colby,  Kansas :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

24  Colville,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
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Dermott,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

De  Witt,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Donna,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Dover,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Durant,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $169,000. 
Farmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Gainesville,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Greeley,  Colorado:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Hazen,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Heber  Springs,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho :  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Inman,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Iuka,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 
Jonesville,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Lancaster,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Leominster,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities, 

$200,000. 

Milan,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $235,000. 
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Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

New  Brockton,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $46,000. 

Omaha,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 
Plentywood,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $63,000. 
Ponce,  Puerto  Bico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Princeton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Quitman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Kiverdale,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Bonceverte,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 
Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $565,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

San  German,  Puerto  Bico:  Training  facilities,  $150,- 

000. 

Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $600,000. 
Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Troy,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
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Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  conversions, 
$84,000. 

AS, MY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

(NONARMORY) 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  $57,- 

000. 

Buckhannon,  West  Virginia:  Administrative  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $206,000. 

Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $308,- 

000. 

Hayward,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facilities,  $52,000. 
Jersey  City,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$49,000. 

(2)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (AVIATION) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base) ,  Atlanta, 
Georgia:  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  $838,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas  Texas:  Operational  facilities 
and  supply  facilities,  $348,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Hlinois :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $59,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan:  Operational 
facilities  and  utilities,  $771,000. 
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1  Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Operational 

2  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $563,000. 

3  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Supply 

4  facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $178,000. 

5  Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas :  Operational  facilities, 

6  $192,000. 

7  Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts: 

8  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

9  Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Oper- 

10  ational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 

11  $797,000. 

12  NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

13  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

14  Beaumont,  Texas :  Operational  facilities,  $65,000. 

15  Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Champaign,  Illi- 

16  nois:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

17  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland,  Ohio:  Train- 

18  ing  facilities,  $655,000. 

19  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston,  Texas: 

20  Operational  facilities,  $204,000. 

21  Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville,  Texas: 

22  Training  facilities,  $35,000. 

23  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven,  Connecti- 

24  cut:  Operational  facilities,  $323,000. 
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Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $697,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  $226,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Wkitestone,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  $104,000. 

MARINE  COEPS  EESEEVE  (GROUND) 

I 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $518,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Johnson  City, 
Tennessee:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $330,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $370,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael, 
California:  Training  facilities,  $490,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Tampa,  Florida : 
Training  facilities,  $391,000. 

(3)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Supply 
facilities  and  operational  facilities,  $364,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Troop  housing  and 
utilities,  $92,000. 

Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $823,000. 
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1  General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Troop 

2  housing,  $43,000. 

3  O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Opera- 

4  tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  utilities,  $1,- 

5  890,000. 

6  Portland  International  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon: 

7  Operational  facilities,  $588,000. 

8  Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis- 

9  souri:  Supply  facilities,  $105,000. 

10  Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Station,  Philadelphia,  Penn- 

11  sylvania:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  troop 

12  housing,  $188,000. 

13  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

14  Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan:  Operational 

15  facilities,  $105,000. 

16  New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisi- 

17  ana:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $274,000. 

18  Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Operational  facilities, 

19  $238,000. 

20  Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel,  Minnesota: 

21  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $4,963,000. 

22  Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Opera- 

23  tional  facilities,  $426,000. 

24  Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington,  Vermont: 

25  Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 
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Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin :  Operational 
facilities,  $82,000. 

Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming: 
Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $123,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $245,000. 

Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Maui, 
Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $446,000. 

Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $596,000. 

Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $946,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities, 
$259,000. 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana:  Operational 
facilities,  $238,000. 

Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Kauai, 
Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $283,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  $2,323,000. 

Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis,  Tennessee : 


63 

1  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  supply  facili- 

2  ties,  $1,825,000. 

3  Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria,  Illinois : 

4  Operational  facilities,  $192,000. 

5  San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto 

6  Pico:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $943,000. 

7  Sioux  Falls  (Foss  Field),  Sioux  Falls,  South  Dakota: 

8  Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

9  Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield,  Ohio:  Oper- 

10  ational  facilities,  $105,000. 

11  Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facili- 

12  ties,  $123,000. 

13  Will  Fogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Opera- 

14  tional  facilities,  $317,000. 

15  (4)  For  all  reserve  components :  Facilities  made  neces- 

16  sary  by  changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment 

17  to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 

18  designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities  for 

19  inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for 

20  specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent 

21  with  the  interests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary 

22  of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House 

23  of  Pepresentatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de- 

24  cision  to  implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any 
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1  facility  to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection:  Provided, 

2  That  the  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United 

3  States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  facilities  authorized  by  this 

4  subsection. 

5  Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  under 

6  the  heading  “naval  reserve  (aviation)”  in  clause  (1) 

7  of  section  603  by  striking  out  the  following : 

8  “Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance 

9  facilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000.” 

10  “Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Opera- 

11  tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000.” 

12  (b)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  imder  the  heading 

13  “air  national  guard  of  the  united  states”  in  clause 
( 2 )  of  section  603  as  follows : 

(1)  With  respect  to  Barnes  Field,  Westfield, 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$740,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,030,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  various  locations:  Kunway 
arrestor  barriers,  strike  out  “$300,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$480,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
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22  “army  reserve”  in  clause  (3)  of  section  603  as  follows: 
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( 1 )  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike  out 
$40,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$61,000”. 
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(2)  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South  Carolina, 

strike  out  “$85,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

“$117,000”. 

(3)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Pennsylvania, 

strike  out  “$99,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

“$136,000”. 

(d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“abmy  national  gttakd  of  the  united  states 
(AKMOKY)”  in  clause  3  of  section  603  by  striking  out  the 
following : 

i 

“Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 

$45,000.” 

“Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000.” 

“Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000.” 

“Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$130,000.” 

“Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

“Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $15,000.” 

(e)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  606  “$11,886,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$10,582,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(2)  (b)  of  section  606  “$11,976,000”  and  inserting  in  place 


1  thereof  “$12,446,000;’’  and  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 

x.'  _  * J  '  X  *" i 

2  section  606  “$28,330,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 

3  “$27,702,000”. 

4  Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 

5  develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  title  without 

6  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 

7  as  amended,  and  sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10, 
3  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 
9  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur- 

10  veys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision 

11  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 

12  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the 

13  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land 

14  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 
4^  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 
10  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  pur- 

47  chase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

48  Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  author- 

49  ized  by  section  501  for  the  respective  reserve  components 
^9  of  the  armed  forces  may  not  exceed — 

24  ( 1 )  for  Department  of  the  Army : 

22  (a)  Army  Reserve,  $20,748,000; 

23  (b)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
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$8,451,000; 
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(2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and  Marine 

Corps  Reserves,  $8,300,000; 

( 3 )  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force : 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
$15,536,000. 

Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  501  of 
this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
be  increased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 
projects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve,  the  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  of  the  United  States,  the  Naval  and  Marine 
Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  the  Air  National 
Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts 
named  in  clauses  (1)  (a),  (1)  (b),  (2),  (3)  (a),  and 
(3)  (b)  of  section  504,  respectively. 

Sec.  506.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reserve 
Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1959.” 

TITLE  VI 

Sec.  601.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to 
convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  four  and  five-tenths  acres  of  land,  more  or  less, 
comprising  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  Light¬ 
house  Point  site  and  being  a  part  of  the  lands  known  as  the 
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United  States  Coast  Guard  Santa  Cruz  Light  Station,  situated 
on  the  northerly  side  of  West  Cliff  Drive,  approximately 
seven  hundred  feet  south  of  Pelton  Avenue,  in  the  city  and 
county  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  and  in  exchange  for  said 
conveyance  to  accept  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  of 
America  from  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  a  deed  conveying  fee 
simple  title  to  not  less  than  four  acres  of  land  situated  within 
the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  to  be  utilized  as  the  site 
for  a  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center:  Provided,  That 
the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  pay  to  the  United  States  a  sum  of 
money  representing,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  the  aggregate  of  (1)  the  amount  by  which  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  so  conveyed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  exceeds  the  fair  market  value  of  the  land 
accepted  in  exchange  therefor;  (2)  the  amount  heretofore 
expended  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  connection  with 
the  proposed  construction  of  the  United  States  Army  Reserve 
Center  at  Lighthouse  Point  for  work  and  materials  which 
cannot  be  utilized  in  comiection  with  the  construction  of  the 
United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  on  the  site  to  be  acquired 
from  the  city;  and  (3)  the  amount  by  which  the  costs  for 
providing  adequate  foundations,  sewer  and  water  facilities, 
and  site  preparation  for  the  construction  of  a  United  States 
Army  Reserve  Center  at  the  site  to  be  acquired  from  the  city 
exceeds  the  estimated  costs  for  providing  foundations,  sewer 
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1  and  water  facilities,  and  site  preparation  at  the  Lighthouse 

2  Point  site. 

3  Sec.  602.  The  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  of  the 

4  Army  under  this  title  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of 

5  the  United  States  as  miscellaneous  receipts  except  that  any 

6  moneys  received  under  section  601  (2)  and  (3)  of  this 

7  title  shall  he  credited  to  the  appropriation  to  which  such 

8  costs  are  charged. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  16,  1959. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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eported  bill  to  extend  Reorganization 


HOUSE 

1.  WHEAf.  The  Agricultur/ Committee  ordered  reported ''with  amendment  H.  R.  6737, 

which  would  set  price'  supports  on  wheat  at  90%  of  parity  with  acreage  allotment 
reductions  of  30%.  /p.  D349 

2.  POULTRY  AND  EGGS/  The  Agriculture  Committee  adopted  a  resolution  requesting 

the  Secretary  '/to  review  all  existing  authority  and  available  funds  with  the 
purpose  of  immediately  and  fully  implementing  in  every  practical  manner  such 
programs  of/purchase,  diversion,  and  export  of  eggs  and  poultry  products  as 
will  lead /to  improvement  in  the  present  critical  situation  in  \jie  poultry  in¬ 
dustry."/  p.  D349 

3.  ORGANISATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  ordered  reported\ith  amend- 

ment/H.  R.  5140,  to  extend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  p.  D350 

PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment 
/S.  900,  to  extend  the  authority  of  GSA  to  pay  direct  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  utilization  of  excess  real  property  and  related  personalty,  p.  D350 

5.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported 

H.  R.  5687  (amended  and  a  clean  bill  will  be  introduced) ,  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California.  p.  D350 
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v6.  ALASKA, 
ment  H, 


The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  with  ameiyl- 
R.  6091,  to  amend  certain  laws  of  the  U«  S.  in  light  cf  the  admissi< 


of  the  State  of  Alaska  into  the  Union,  p.  D350 


SENATE 


7.  PRESIDENT’S  MESSAGE.  Received  from  the  Fresident  a  message  urging  Cphgress  to 
take  prompt  action  to  enact  legislation  dealing  with  the  wheat ,  housing,  and 
highwayNgituat ions,  pp.  7210-12 

Sen.  Dirksen  commended  the  President’s  message  and  urged  Cop£ress  to  enact 
legislatior/to  carry  out  his  recommendations,  pp.  7211-12 


8,  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Aiken  defended  the  farm  program  against/recent  attacks  by 
"newspaper  and  magazine  articles,  business  organizations /some  Government 
officials,  and  mahy  individuals"  as  having  "cast  confusion  and  suspicion  into 
the  public  mind,"  discussed  the  background  and  importance  of  the  farm  program 
to  the  nation,  urged  .enactment  of  new  legislation  "to  correct  abuses  and  to  put 
us  on  a  sounder  and  mote  practical  basis,"  and  contended  that  "It  is  time  to 
lay  aside  spite  and  prejudice,  to  take  farm  policies  out  of  politics  and  to 
concentrate  on  maintaining,  improving,  and  modernizing  farm  programs  before  it 
is  too  late."  pp.  7219- 

Sens.  Carlson,  Mansfield,/ and  Williams,  d/i.,  commended  Sen.  Aiken's  state¬ 
ment  and  his  service  to  agriculture.  pp,  7221-2 

Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  inserted  a  newspaper  article,  "Land  Leased  at  25  Cents 
Per  Acre,  $8  Gained  From  Soil  Bank  --  Huge  New  Mexico  Farm  Profits  Bared,"  dis¬ 
cussing  the  practice  of  individuals  leasing  land  from  the  State  and  placing  it 
in  the  soil  bank  at  a  profit,  including  reference  to  one  employee  of  this 
Department  who  has  participated  in  thi^s  practice,  pp.  7222-3 


9.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  The  Armed  Services  Committee 

ordered  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  5674,  the  military  construction  authori¬ 
zation  bill,  which  includes  authorization  for  the  use  of  foreign  currencies 
accumulated  under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign  military  housing,  pp.  D347-8 


10.  TRANSPORTATION  TAXES. 

committee  resolution  f 
portation  of  persons. 


Th 


Interstate  and  ForeigiK  Commerce  Committee  "adopted  a 
oring  passage  of  S.  5,  to^repeal  the  tax  on  trans- 
p.  D348 


11.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Neuj^arger  inserted  an  article  by  the  assistant  ranger  for  the 
Klamath  District  Jot  the  Forest  Service,  "Timber  Resources  on  Our  National 
Forests  Play  Big  Part  in  U.  S.  Economy,"  discussing  sustained  yield  and  multi¬ 
ple  use  foresp/practices.  pp,  7213-14 


12.  ATOMIC  RADIMTON.  Sen.  Bridges  inserted  an  editorial,  "Fallou£\in  Perspective," 
discussing  the  danger  of  radiation  from  atomic  fallout.  pp.  72/4-5 


^AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Sparkman  inserted  an  address  by  the  Commissi 


FOREIG 

for  Jsconoraic  Affairs  of  India,  "India's  Developments:  Problems  and  ’programs, 
fussing  the  need  for  the  economic  development  of  that  country.  pp\  7200-02 


er-General 

If 


disi 


ICATION;  PROPERTY.  Received  from  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
Welfare  a  proposed  bill  "to  amend  Public  Laws  815  and  874,  81st  Congress, 
lating  to  school  assistance  in  federally  affected  areas,  so  as  to  limit  pay 
ments  under  such  laws  to  situations  involving  tax-exempt  Federal  property"; 
to  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee,  p.  7186 
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SEBATE 


1.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  during  rece 
an  original  bill,  S.  1968,  to  modify  acreage  allotments  and  marketin' 
for  wheat  (S.  Rept.  295).  p.  7513 


May  18, 
quotas 


TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendme 
1901,  to  modify  price  support  requirements  for  tobacco  (S.  Rept.  297). 

7518 

3.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H,  R. 
5674,  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  including 
provisions  for  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  received  under  Public  Law  4 80  for 
foreign  military  housing  (S.  Rept.  296).  p.  7518 
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^4.  APPRO PRI AT I ONS .  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  ordered  reporte; 
to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  5805,  the  Treasury-Post  Office  appropriation  bilT 
for  1960.  p.  D369 


.AMATION.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  72,  to  authorize  Interior  to  conduct 
thk  Navajo  Indian  irrigation  project  and  the  initial  stage  of  the  San  iuan- 
Chama  project  as  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storag^  project . 
(pp.  a603-07)  Sens.  Williams,  Del.,  and  Lausche  opposed  passage  of/the  bill, 
contending  that  this  new  acreage  would  increase  the  production  ofyagricultural 
commoditres  already  in  surplus  supply.  (pp.  7605-07) 

Sen.  Mo\s  expressed  satisfaction  over  the  initiation  of  construction  of  the 
Stanaker  Dank  Utah,  and  stated  that  it  "will  provide  supplemental  irrigation 
for  about  14/X00  acres  of  productive  land  which  is  constantly  threatened  by 


water  shortages 


p.  7556 


6.  ELECTRIFICATION,  ^n.  Gruening  urged  the  development  oy  hydroelectric  power 

facilities  in  Alaska^  and  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  discussing  the  matter, 
p.  7582 


FORESTRY.  Sen.  Cannon  inserted  a  Nev.  Legislature  resolution  opposing  enactment 
of  legislation  to  establish  wilderness  preservation  areas,  p.  7515 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a\Beltrami  Co. ,  Miry/  ,  Board  of  Commissioners  reso¬ 
lution  urging  favorable  consideration  of  the' Secretary' s  recommendations  on  a 
program  for  the  development  of\£he  national  forests.  p„  7517 


8.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Received  from  th&,  Labo/  Department  a  proposed  bill  "to  amend 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  193$";/ to  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee, 
p.  7515 


iOUSE 


SMALL  GRAINS.  Rep.  Langen  stated  that  farmdrs  are  "not  responsible  for  the 
surpluses  of  barley  and  oatsT' and  that  imporfca  of  barley  in  the  last  10  years 
are  greater  than  the  surpluses  in  that  periodXwhile  imports  of  oats  are 
"approximately  equal  to  the  surplus  on  hand  today,"  and  urged  full  parity  for 
the  small  grain  farmers,/  p.  7677 


10.  AGRICULTURAL  .APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Rep.  Cooley  urged  t'He  defeat  of  a  proposed 
amendment  to  the  19j&U  agricultural  appropriation  bill'co  restrict  to  $50,000 
CCC  loans  to  individual  producers,  stating  that  it  woul\  "destroy  the  farm 


program 


If 


p.  76/ 


11.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  "approved  the  provisions  of\H.  R.  7118,  as 

amended,  concerning  price  supports  for  wheat,  and  directed  thev  chairman  to  in¬ 
troduce  a  clean  bill  which  will  Incorporate  the  language  of  H.  $.  7118  as 
amended./  p.  D371 


12.  ALASKA/  The  Interior  and  Insular  fif fairs  Committee  reported  without Namendment 
H.  R.  7120,  to  amend  certain  laws  of  the  United  States  in  light  of  th$  admis¬ 
sion  of  Alaska  into  the  Union  (H.  Rept.  369).  p.  7679 


)RESTRY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  900, 
to  amend  sec.  204  (b)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Ai 
of  1949  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  of  GSA  to  pay  direct 
expenses  in  connection  with  the  utilization  of  excess  real  property  and  related 
personalty  (H.  Rept.  368).  p.  7679 
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9. 


at,  /t-rt 


IIL- 


R.  5674,  the 


8.  HOUSING;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  The  Senate  committee  report  on  H 
military  construction  bill,  includes  the  following  statement: 

" Because  of  the  limited  interest  of  the  French  in  the  Public  Law  480 
purchases,  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
jointly  developed  a  'barter*  transaction,  under  which  $50  million  of  cotton 
and  wheat  were  sold  to  third  countries  for  various  currencies  which  were  largely 
converted  into  French  francs,  to  produce  2,403  units  of  family  housing  for  U.S. 
military  personnel  in  France.  However,  the  Defense  Department  reports  that 
further  transactions  of  this  sort  are  not  possible  under  revised  barter  rules. 

"The  committee  is  also  hopeful  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  re¬ 
vive  the  barter  program  with  the  view  that  this  program  can  be  reopened  for  the 
barter  of  surplus  agriculture  commodities  for  use  in  construction  of  military 

housing  and  related  items  overseas."  _ _ _ _ 

Received  Ate  House  amended  version  of  S.  57,  the  housing  bill  for  1959,  and 
conferees  woroNyppointed*  (pp,  80£l-32).  House  conferee^  have  already  been 


appointed, 

SCHOOL  LUNCH.  SenXMorse  stated  that  "there  are  a  minimum  of  7,000  children"  in 
the  District  who  "need  ...  one  square  meal  a  day  at /School,"  and  inserted  his 
testimony  on  the  matt'er  before  the  S.  D.  C.  Appropriations  Subcommittee,  includ¬ 
ing  the  effect  of  school  lunch  programs  on  scholastic  status  and  attendance, 
pp.  8062-7 


10.  WATER.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  "2  resolutions  of  i^he  Oregon  State  Senate  urging  the 
preservation  of  state  and  individual  water/rights,  and  urging  Congress  to  ap¬ 
propriate  funds  for  the  Tualatip  River  B^sin.  pp.  8067-8 


11.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  Sen.  Dworshak  inkertafl  a  statement  of  the  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion  urging  a  reduction  in  the  President's  mutual  security  program  recommenda¬ 
tions.  pp.  8074-7 


12. 


NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Dodd  wajrfied  tha£\"907o  of  our  virgin  timber  stand  in  the 
commercial  forest  area  has  been  cut,"  thaV'we  are  using  up  our  inventory  of  saw 
timber  at  a  rate  of  407,  fasten  than  its  annual  growth,"  that  "erosion  of  our 
soil  and  the  destruction  of/ our  agricultural\.ands  have  been  a  national  dis¬ 


grace,"  that  our  water  supply  is  "proving  inadequate,"  and  that  "our  annual 


consumption  of  mineralsyls  more  than  6  times  whdt  it  was  in  1900,"  and  urged 
the  creation  of  a  new  Materials  Policy  Commission\to  make  comprehensive  legis¬ 
lative  proposals  on  natural  resources, the  use  of  tne  capital  of  the  World  Bank 
and  other  such  agencies  for  resource  development,  a  liberalization  of  the  re¬ 
ciprocal  trade  program.  Government  aid  to  resource  development,  and  stockpiling 
of  critical  materials,  pp.  8080-4 


13.  ADJOURNED  until  Tues. ,  May  26.  p.  8084 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


FARM  PROGRAM;  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Dirksen  inserted  Secretary  Bdtason's  speech 
befor/g  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  Agricultural  Bureau  and  Linn  County NFarm  Bureau, 
Cedar  Rapids,  la.,  in  which  he  proposed  that  rural  electric  cooperatives  should 
hav'e  their  own  bank  --  "their  own  lending  institution  --  which  they  may  operate 
id  ultimately  own  entirely1  and  suggested  the  establishment  of  "their  awn 
'national  policy  board  to  direct  the  affairs  of  the  bank."  Concerning  a  Xme 
1957  request  to  the  REA  Administrator  for  counsel  on  loan  applications,  the 
Secretary  stated,  "I  have  never  interfered  with  any  REA  loan  application."  lie 
stated  that  "the  so-called  farm  problem  is  not  just  a  farm  problem  --  it  is  aN 
national  problem,"  that  farmers  are  not  to  blame  for  the  problem,  and  that  the 

"old,  outmoded  price  support  acreage  control  program  ...  will  only  make  the  prob¬ 
lem  worse,"  and  urged  passage  of  corrective  farm  legislation,  pp. 


A4336-7 


Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  several  articles  from  the  "Prairie  Farmer"  stating 
that  the  Administration's  "free  market"  approach  to' solving  the  farm  problem 
would,  according  to  certain  economists,  cause  the  "greatest  strain"  to  fail 
"the  medium  sized  farmers,  not  the  large  operators  with  good  reserves  to  ri/6e 
xit  the  adjustment,  nor  the  small  and  part  time  farmer,"  that  the  farm  policy 
snould  be  changed  from  "subsidizing  a  farmer  to  produce  crops  for  Government 
storage  to  one  of  subsidizing  the  farmer  to  produce  products  the  people  could 
use"\and  urged  the  passage  of  "a  token  direct  compensatory  plan  for  tme  dairy 
farmery"  and  the  creation  of  a  milk  commission  not  located  in  USDA/n to  regulate 
the  pro< 


iction  and  distribution  of  milk."  pp.  A4329-31 
Sen.  linger  inserted  two  GTA  articles  criticizing  certain  "Di«£iecrats"  and 
"Benson-Republicans"  and  urging  an  alliance  between  Democrats  ^nd  "farm-State 
Republicans'Vto  provide  for  an  improved  farm  program,  pp.  A4339-40 


Scott  inserted  a  statement,  "Domestic  D6nations  of  USDA 
27c  in  First  9  Months  of  Fiscal  Year , "^bowing  that  "more  than 
surplus  foods  have  been  donated  by  the  USDA'  during  the 
the  year,  the  number  of  persons  by  >6tate  receiving  this  food 
and  the  surplus  foods\^onated,  the  quantities  of  eapn,  and  their  costs, 
pp.  A4335-6 


SURPLUS  FOOD.  S’ 
Surplus  Foods  Up 
billion  pounds 
first  9  months  of 


16.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 
Association  editorial  attaching  a  recent". Time/magazine  article  on  the  REA  loan 
approval  bill,  S.  144,  as  "im^ccurate,"  and>a  "blend  of  prejudice  and  propa¬ 
ganda."  The  Time  article  stated  the  bill  should  transfer  power  over  REA  loans 
to  "power-hungry  Clyde  Ellis,  director  oS^NRECA. "  pp.  A4334-5 


( 


17.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  Sen.  Robertson  insto^ed  an  article,  "Debtor  Nation?  --  The 
U.  S.  Must  Put  Solvency  Ahead  of  Ch^&ty."  p.  A4332 

Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va. ,  inserted  an  ^ait^ial ,  "Foreign  Aid  waste  Calls  for 
Closer  Look  by  U.  S.  "  p.  A4346 


18.  DAIRY;  MILK.  Sen.  Wiley  inserted  an  articldy  "June  Dairy  Month  to  be  Launched 
with  Heavy  Nationwide  Promot/on  --  Many  Ambitious  Projects  Feature  Annual  Drive 
to  Spur  Dairy  Consumption.^  p.  A4334 

Rep.  Johnson,  Wis. ,  inserted  an  editorial,  "Evidence  Refutes  'Tired  Milk' 
Charge,"  critical  of  th^Maryland-Virginia  Milk  Producers  Association  and  othe 
opposing  his  national ^milk  sanitation  bill.  p.  A4340 


19.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Sen.  2farborough  inserted  an  editorial  urging  the  use  by  the 
Houston  School  Bo^rd  of  the  Federal  school  lunch  programs,  p.  A4340 


20.  COTTON.  Rep. 
Cotton  Plant: 


igen  inserted  an  article,  "Drastic  Cut  is  Reported  in  Mexican 


ig."  pp.  A4344-5 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


SURPLUS/fcROPERTY.  S.  2043,  by  Sen.  Chavez,  to  authorize  the  disposal  of  surplus 
equipment,  materials,  books,  and  supplies  under  section  203(j)  of  the  Federal 


Proflerty  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  to  the  New  Mexico  BoYs'  Ranch; 
to' Government  Operations  Committee. 


-0- 


5MMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

May  25:  Scientific  information  services  *  H.  Science  and  Astronautics  (Mohrhardt, 
Library,  to  testify). 
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SENATE 

\  Report 

1st  Session  j 

[  No.  296 

MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  MILI¬ 
TARY  DEPARTMENTS,  FISCAL  YEAR  1960 


May  19,  1959. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Stennis,  from  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  II. R.  5674] 


The  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill, 
H.R.  5674,  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

Purpose  of  the  Bill 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  provide  construction  and  other  related 
authority  for  the  military  departments,  within  and  outside  the  United 
States,  and  (in  title  V)  authority  for  construction  of  facilities  for  the 
Reserve  components,  in  the  total  amount  of  $1,232,611,000,  consist¬ 
ing  of  $1,227,882,000  in  new  authority,  and  an  increase  in  prior  years’ 
authorizations  of  $4,729,000. 
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Total  Authokizations  Requested 


Brief  of  authorizations 

Title  I  (Army) : 

Inside  continental  United  States _  $65,  900,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  24,  210,  000 

Classified _  81,  830,  000 

Emergency  construction _  10,  000,  000 


Total _  181,  940,  000 


t'itle  II  (Navy): 

Inside  continental  United  States _  110,  646,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  29,  550,  000 

Classified _  18,  495,  000 

Emergency  construction _  10,  000,  000 


Total _  168,  691,  000 


Title  III  (Air  Force) : 

Inside  continental  United  States _  289,  746,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  71,  759,  000 

Classified _  443,  541,  000 

Emergency  construction _  15,  000,  000 


Total _  820,  046,  000 


Subtotal _  1,  170,  677,  000 


Deficiency  authorizations: 

Title  I  (Army) _  1,  186,  000 

Title  II  (Navy) _  640,  000 

Title  III  (Air  Force) _  2,  343,  000 


Total _  4,  169,  000 


Title  V  (Reserve  components) : 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves _  8,  300,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve _  4,  093,  000 

Air  National  Guard _ _ _ _  15,  580,  000 

Army  Reserve _  20,  916,  000 

Army  National  Guard _  8,  316,  000 


Total _  57,  205,  000 


Deficiency  authorizations: 

Air  National  Guard _  470,  000 

Army  Reserve _  90,  000 


Total _  560,  000 


Grand  total  of  all  authorities  granted  by  titles  I,  II,  III, 
and  V _  1,232,611,000 


Form  of  Committee  Action 

The  bill  on  which  the  committee  has  held  its  hearings  is  S.  1086. 
The  companion  bill,  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives,  is 
H.R.  5674.  Subsequent  to  passage  of  H.R.  5674,  certain  additional 
amendments  were  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Department  of  Defense.  These  changes,  together 
with  those  recommended  by  this  committee,  made  it  desirable  to 
report  a  clean  bill  instead  of  amending  the  House  passed  bill. 
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Summary  of  Military  Construction  Authorization 

So  that  a  review  of  the  status  of  all  military-construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  active  forces  through  fiscal  year  1948  to  date  may  be 
made,  the  following  summary  is  provided  (all  figures  represent 
$1  million) : 

[In  millions] 


Army 

Navy 

Air 

Force 

Total 

Total  authorizations,  fiscal  year  1948  through  fiseal  year  1959 _ 

Less  unfunded  authorizations  repealed  and  rescinded  through 
fiscal  year  1958  -  _  . 

$4,  744 

-674 

-142 

-3,588 

0 

$4, 107 

-356 

-182 
-3, 307 

-50 

$13, 215 

-1,307 

-943 

-10,402 

-72 

$22,066 

-2,337 

-1,267 
-17, 297 

-122 

Less  estimated  unfunded  authorization  to  be  repealed  by  sec. 
507  of  Public  Law  85-685 _ _ 

Less  appropriations,  fiscal  year  1948  through  fiscal  year  1959 _ 

Less  dollar  equivalent  of  counterpart  fund  pesetas  utilized 
through  fiscal  year  1959  .... 

Residual  authorization  to  be  available  at  end  fiscal  year 
1959 _ _ _ _ 

340 

+231 

+1 

212 

+195 

+1 

491 

+873 

+2 

1,043 

+1,299 

+4 

Additional  new  authorization  proposed  by  fiscal  year  1960  bill.. 
Increases  in  prior  year's  authorization  proposed  by  fiscal  year 
1960  bfil _ _ _ _ 

Total  of  fiscal  year  1959  residual  and  proposed  fiscal  year 
1960  authorizations.  _ _  . 

572 

408 

1,366 

2,346 

Less  unfunded  authorization  to  be  repealed  by  secs.  103(b); 

203(b);  303(b);  and  406  of  fiscal  year  1960  bill  .. .  _  ...  . 

Less  proposed  fiscal  year  1960  appropriation _  .  _  _ 

Less  counterpart  fund  pesetas  proposed  for  utilization  in  fiscal 
year  I960. .  .  .... 

-100 

-341 

0 

-86 

-244 

-10 

-227 

-894 

0 

-413 
-1, 479 

-10 

Residual  authorization  to  be  availabe  at  end  fiscal  year 
1960 _  .  .  . 

131 

68 

245 

444 

This  tabulation  illustrates  that  the  amount  of  residual  authorization 
available  to  the  three  military  departments  is  being  steadily  reduced 
each  fiscal  year.  This  means  that  each  year  the  lowest  priority  proj¬ 
ects  are  eliminated  through  the  annual  rescission  of  unfunded  author¬ 
ization,  as  provided  under  section  406  of  this  bill.  Consequently,  the 
balance  of  residual  authorization  left  available  consists  of  both  urgently 
needed  projects,  and  other  projects  for  which  the  requirement  has 
changed  due  to  revisions  in  missions  and  weapons.  The  military 
departments  are  each  using  part  of  their  annual  construction  appro¬ 
priations  to  assure  continued  progress  on  the  most  urgent  of  these 
residual  projects.  The  remainder  of  their  annual  appropriation  is 
applied  to  essential  new  project  authorizations.  It  is  necessary  that 
a  proper  balance  and  control  be  maintained  between  these  two  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  program,  so  that  construction  can  satisfactorily  proceed 
on  both  residual  and  new  authorization,  at  a  rate  which  is  in  proper 
relationship  to  the  entire  military  construction  program,  and  consists 
primarily  of  additional  increments  on  projects  already  underway,  items 
required  to  support  new  weapons  development,  and  essential  mod¬ 
ernization  of  our  bases. 

Committee  Review  Procedure 

This  year,  the  committee  again  emphasized  the  major  and  special 
policy  areas  which  create  the  forces  that  require  the  facilities  author¬ 
ized  in  the  bill.  It  is  of  utmost  importance  to  delve  into  these  areas 
in  order  to  understand  and  to  evaluate  the  requirements  of  the  military 
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departments.  Even  so,  full  consideration  was  given  to  each  specific 
line  item  making  up  the  construction  program  as  will  be  reflected  in 
the  printed  hearings. 

Prior  to  beginning  the  hearings,  an  agenda  was  worked  out  with  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  three  military  departments 
as  to  the  major  policy  areas  to  be  covered  in  a  series  of  operations  and 
special  briefings.  Witnesses  came  prepared  to  discuss  in  detail  the 
following  major  programs: 

1.  Continental  air  defense. 

2.  Ballistic  missile. 

3.  Strategic  Air  Command. 

4.  Antisubmarine. 

5.  Army  aviation. 

6.  Strategic  Army  corps. 

7.  Troop  carrier. 

8.  Antiballistic  missile. 

9.  Oversea  bases. 

10.  Family  housing. 

The  committee  had  the  benefit  of  an  excellent  briefing  on  the 
continental  air  defense  program  by  Gen.  Earle  E.  Partridge,  Com- 
mander-in-Chief  of  the  unified  North  American  Air  Defense  Command, 
and  still  another  special  briefing  on  the  activities  and  missions  of  the 
various  missile  ranges.  Participating  in  this  briefing  in  addition  to 
representatives  of  the  three  military  departments  were  representatives 
of  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  and  the  Advanced 
Research  Projects  Agency  in  order  that  the  views,  opinions,  and  re¬ 
quirements  of  all  concerned  could  be  pulled  together  and  evaluated. 

The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Properties  and 
Installations  and  the  military  departments  are  to  be  commended  for 
the  careful  review  of  the  1960  military  construction  program  prior  to 
its  submission  to  Congress,  which  has  been  of  considerable  assistance 
to  this  committee.  Also  of  great  assistance  was  the  early  submission 
of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  Congress  on  February  10,  1959,  thus 
enabling  the  committee  to  give  detailed  study  and  consideration  of 
the  overall  military  programs  necessitating  the  construction  authori¬ 
zation  requests  contained  in  the  bill.  This  enabled  the  committee  to 
complete  hearings  on  the  bill  at  the  earliest  date  in  recent  years. 

It  was  significant  to  note,  however,  that  subsequent  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  proposed  legislation  numerous  adjustments  were  re¬ 
quested  by  the  military  departments,  both  during  and  after  the  hear¬ 
ings  were  completed,  thus  causing  confusion  to  the  orderly 
consideration  of  the  bill.  It  is  the  desire  of  the  committee  that  in  the 
future  more  careful  consideration  be  given  by  the  military  to  firm 
requirements  and  cost  estimates  in  making  up  the  bill  in  order  that 
subsequent  adjustments  may  be  held  to  a  minimum. 
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Final  Committee  Action 


As  a  result  of  committee  action,  the  bill  as  reported  differs  in  dollar 
areas  from  that  originally  presented  as  indicated  below: 


Authorizations 

Original 

Committee 

action 

Difference 

Active  Forces: 

Army _ _ _ 

$231, 262, 000 
195, 284, 000 
872, 761, 000 

$181, 940, 000 
168,  691, 000 
820, 046, 000 

— $49, 312, 000 
-26,  593, 000 
-52,  715, 000 

Air  Force _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1, 299, 297, 000 

1, 170, 677, 000 

-128,620,000 

Reserve  forces: 

National  Guard: 

Army _ _ _ _ 

8, 316, 000 
16, 536, 000 

8,316,000 
15,  580, 000 

Air  Force _ _ _ _ 

+44,000 

Total _ _ _ 

23, 852, 000 

23, 896, 000 

+44, 000 

Organized  Reserves: 

Army...  __  _ 

20,  748, 000 
8, 300, 000 
4, 093,  000 

20, 916, 000 
8, 300, 000 
4, 093, 000 

+168,000 

Air  Force _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

33, 141, 000 

33, 309,  000 

+168, 000 

Total  Reserve _ _ 

56, 993, 000 

Grand  total _ 

$1, 356,  290, 000 

$1,  227, 882,  000 

-$128, 408, 000 

In  addition  to  the  above,  the  committee  granted  authority  for  the 
construction  of  27,570  units  of  family  housing,  broken  down  as  follows: 
461  units  appropriated  fund  housing;  3,444  units  to  be  constructed  out¬ 
side  the  United  States  from  funds  generated  through  the  sale  of  surplus 
commodities;  and  23,665  units  of  Capehart  housing.  A  limitation  of 
21,500  units  has  been  placed  on  the  number  of  Capehart  units  that 
may  be  contracted  for  during  fiscal  year  1960. 

The  committee’s  actions  and  recommendations  are  made  with 
constructive  intent  and  should  not  be  construed  as  criticism  of  the 
Defense  establishment.  The  committee  is  pleased  to  note  that  the 
construction  bill  proposed  by  the  Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal 
year  1960  was  well  thought  out,  austere  in  proportions,  and  con¬ 
siderably  less  than  programs  of  recent  years. 
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Summary  of  Deficiency  Authorization 

The  bill  also  provides  additional  monetary  authorization  to  correct 
deficiencies  in  authorization  for  certain  projects  authorized  under 
previous  military  construction  acts,  and  in  some  cases  repeals  the 
authorization.  There  follows  a  listing  by  individual  project  and 
public  law  of  the  amounts  previously  authorized  and  the  amounts  as 
changed  by  the  bill: 


Public  Law 

Section 

Installation 

Existing 

amount 

authorized 

As  amended 
by  bill 

Section 
of  bill 

85-241 

101 

$2, 288, 000 
464, 000 

$2, 613, 000 
597, 000 
2, 276,000 
5, 051, 000 
72, 935, 000 
664,000 
330,000 

105 

85-241 

101 

New  Cumberland  General  Depot,  Pa _ _ 

105 

85-241 

101 

Fort  Huachuca,  Ariz _ _ 

1, 936',  000 
4,663,000 
72,  785, 000 
511,000 
273,000 

105 

85-241  . 

101 

105 

534/83d 

i  202 

Classified  installations _ 

205 

968/84th 

201 

Naval  Air  Station,  Memphis,  Term _ 

206 

968/84th _ 

2  201 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  N.C. 

206 

85-241 _ 

201 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River,  N.C.. 

39,000 

52,000 

207 

85-241 _ 

201 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  Calif.. _ 

1,469,000 

1,596,000 

207 

85-241 _ 

201 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istanbul, 
Turkey. 

130, 000 

320,000 

207 

85-241 _ 

301 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska _ 

1,  630, 000 
1, 832, 000 

1,  895, 000 
2, 182, 000 

305 

85-685 . . 

301 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Mont. 

306 

85-685  . 

301 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebr _ 

3,  265, 000 
15,  552,000 

3, 890, 000 
16,665,000 

306 

85-685 _ 

301 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville, 
Wis. 

306 

85-685 _ 

603 

Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colo _ 

652,000 
652, 000 
740,000 
300,000 
40,000 
85,000 
99.000 
45,000 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  N.Y. _ 

None 

502 

85-685 . . 

603 

Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Mass__  _ 

1,030,000 

480,000 

61,000 

117,000 

136,000 

None 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Various  locations _ _ 

503 

85-685 _ 

603 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Canton,  Ohio _ 

502 

85-685 . . 

603 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Greenwood,  S.C _ 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Johnstown,  Pa  _ _ 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Bethlehem, 
Pa. 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Carlisle,  Pa.. 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

45,  000 

None 

502 

S5-685 . . 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Chester,  Pa_. 

206,000 

None 

502 

85-685 . . 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Clayton. 
N.  Mex. 

57,  000 

None 

502 

85-685 . 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Ilaminonton, 
N.J. 

Army  National  Guard  Armorv,  Ligonier,  Pa. 

175,000 

None 

502 

85-685 _ 

688 

45,000 

None 

502 

85-685 . 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Northwest 
St.  Paul,  Minn. 

130,000 

None 

502 

85-685 . ... 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Pitman,  N.J. 

175,000 

None 

502 

85-685 _ 

603 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Princeton, 
N.J. 

Army  National  Guard  Armory,  Salem,  N.J.. 

175,000 

None 

502 

85-685 . 

603 

15,000 

None 

502 

1  As  amended  by  Public  Law  85-241  and  85-685. 
1  As  amended  by  Public  Law  85-685. 


Hospital  Construction 

Again  this  year,  the  committee  feels  constrained  to  express  concern 
over  the  hospital  construction  program  of  the  military  departments. 
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Originally  requested  in  this  bill  was  authorization  for  construction 
of  nine  hospitals  as  follows: 


Location 

Bed 

capacity 

Square 

feet 

Cost 

Cost  per 
square 
foot 

Cost  per 
bed 

Army: 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala.1 . . 

46 

45,  822 

$844,  000 

$18.  42 

$18, 347 

Fort  Eustis,  Va.2 _ _ _ 

150/300 

129,  000 

4, 866,  000 

37.  72 

32,  440 

Navy: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Calif.3... 

67 

47,000 

1,  949,  000 

41.47 

29,  089 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  P.RA 

40 

18,900 

647,  000 

34.23 

16, 175 

Air  Force: 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Tex... . 

300/500 

222,  500 

6,  934,  000 

31.16 

23, 113 

Clinton  Countv  Air  Force,  Base,  Ohio  s_ 

30/50 

40,  870 

1,  348,  000 

32. 98 

44, 933 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.8 . 

50/50 

43,  700 

1,848,000 

42.  29 

36,960 

Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines  7 _ 

200/200 

108,  868 

4,  506,  000 

41.39 

22,530 

Lakenbeath-Mildenhall,  United  King- 

dom  .  . . . 

150 

85,  930 

3, 334, 000 

38.80 

22, 226 

1  This  is  a  conversion  of  an  existing  structure  to  a  hospital. 

■  This  is  shown  in  S.  1086  as  $4,366,000.  Subsequent  cost  adjustment  by  the  Army  increased  amount  to 
$4,866,000. 

3  Total  authorization  requested  is  $2,343,000  which  includes  a  garage  for  $10,000  and  a  dental  clinic  for 
$384,000. 

4  This  is  a  2d  increment  to  existing  facilities.  The  total  authorization  being  requested  is  $872,000  which 
includes  a  dental  clinic  at  $225,000. 

5  Original  cost  estimate  was  $1,983,000  but  House  committee  reduced  to  $1,600,000  which  figure  includes 
an  additional  $251,000  for  a  dental  clinic  which  was  deleted  for  purpose  of  this  comparison. 

8  Amount  shown  in  bill  is  $2,222,000  which  includes  $324,000  for  a  dental  clinic  deleted  for  purpose  of  this 
comparison. 

1  Estimate  in  bill  is  $4,900,000  which  includes  $394,000  for  dental  clinic  deleted  for  purpose  of  this  com¬ 
parison. 

*  In  addition  to  figures  shown  in  this  table,  there  is  included  in  total  authorization  request,  $244,000  for  a 
6,300  square  foot  dental  clinic. 

Concerning  hospital  construction,  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
this  to  say: 

Costs  of  military  hospitals  cannot  be  equitably  compared 
with  published  costs  of  civilian  hospitals  because  of  a  num¬ 
ber  of  variables.  Some  of  these  variables  include  (1)  method 
of  figuring  areas;  (2)  items  included  in  the  reported  costs 
such  as  design  costs,  equipment  costs,  administrative  costs, 
and  costs  of  donated  equipment. 

Military  hospitals  differ  from  civilian  hospitals  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  respects:  (1)  expandable  feature;  (2)  longer  treat¬ 
ment  period  per  patient  requires  additional  facilities  such 
as  occupational  therapy,  morale  and  welfare  departments; 

(3)  flight  surgeon’s  department;  (4)  public  health  activities; 

(5)  larger  storage  space  to  provide  emergency  and  mobiliza¬ 
tion  medical  supplies;  (6)  space  for  instruction  of  technicians. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  military  construction  is  subject 
to  more  stringent  procurement  regulations  which  provide 
for  more  detailed  specifications,  inspection,  and  testing. 
Also,  contracts  provide  for  minimum  wage  rates  set  by  the 
Department  of  Labor.  Military  projects  are  generally  lo¬ 
cated  in  more  or  less  isolated  areas  where  suitable  labor  is 
not  easily  obtainable,  thus  causing  premiums  to  be  paid. 

With  reference  to  comparable  costs  of  civilian  hospitals 
with  those  indicated  in  the  fiscal  year  1960  military  construc¬ 
tion  program,  Redstone  Arsenal  is  a  conversion  project  and 
as  such,  a  comparative  analysis  would  not  be  feasible.  The 
hospital  at  Roosevelt  Roads,  P.R.,  is  in  the  same  category, 
since  it  is  to  be  constructed  on  existing  foundations.  In  the 
Air  Force  listing,  Clark  Air  Force  Base  and  Lakenheath- 
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Mildenhall  Area,  U.K.,  are  overseas  projects  and  compara¬ 
tive  analyses  are  impractical. 

For  the  remaining  projects  where  comparisons  might  be 
feasible,  costs  of  28  comparative  civilian  hospitals  have  been 
noted.  Paradoxically,  these  vary  from  $22.60  per  square 
foot  for  a  100-bed  hospital  to  $40.50  per  square  foot  for  a 
220-bed  hospital.  These  represent  community  hospitals 
(built  with  the  aid  of  Hill-Burton  funds)  with  prices  adjusted 
to  October  1958  as  obtained  from  Public  Health  Service 
records.  These  prices  include  construction  costs,  equipment, 
design,  inspection,  and  administrative  costs.  To  make  these 
costs  comparable  with  the  fiscal  year  1960  program,  approxi¬ 
mately  5  percent  should  be  added,  but  since  military  hospital 
prices  do  not  include  certain  items  of  expendable  equipment 
included  in  the  above  costs  we  might  consider  this  a  standoff. 

The  committee  agrees  that  it  is  most  difficult  to  compare  military 
hospital  costs  with  the  costs  of  civilian  hospitals;  perhaps  for  the 
reasons  stated  above,  but  also  because  civilian  hospital  costs  made 
available  to  this  committee  include  the  entire  package  which  includes 
all  collateral  equipment.  In  other  words,  the  overall  cost  of  a  hospital 
ready  to  operate.  The  committee  found  it  difficult  to  compare  costs 
of  one  military  hospital  with  another.  In  this  regard,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  has  advised  that  requirements  vary  at  each  location. 
Hospital  designs  are  tailor  made  to  suit  each  mission  and  there  is  no 
consistency  in  all  the  features.  For  example,  hospital  designs  with 
expandible  chassis  cost  more  per  square  foot  or  per  bed  than  hospitals 
in  which  all  the  beds  are  provided  initially.  Also  hospitals  designed 
for  special  purposes  generally  cost  more  per  bed  and  per  foot  than 
general  purpose  hospitals. 

The  costs  per  square  foot  submitted  by  the  military  departments 
were  based  only  on  the  cost  of  the  building  structure  and  did  not  in¬ 
clude  utilities  or  movable  equipment.  For  the  purpose  of  the  above 
comparisons,  the  committee  included  utilities  in  the  overall  costs, 
although  no  provision  was  made  for  movable  equipment.  Certainly 
utilities  are  an  integral  part  of  the  original  cost  of  the  hospital  and 
should  be  so  included.  Due  to  the  lack  of  sufficient  information  in 
the  variance  of  the  type  of  movable  equipment  that  might  be  installed 
in  a  military  and  civilian  hospital,  no  effort  was  made  to  include  in 
the  above  computations  the  cost  of  such  equipment,  which  for  example, 
in  the  case  of  the  Clinton  County  hospital  amounts  to  an  estimated 
$78,000. 

In  order  to  show  as  nearly  comparable  figures  as  possible  between 
the  military  and  civilian  hospital  costs,  the  committee  has  deleted 
from  cost  computations  space  and  costs  allocated  for  dental  clinics  in 
military  hospitals,  even  though  these  costs  go  to  make  up  the  total 
cost  of  the  project. 

Figures  made  available  to  the  committee  from  independent  reliable 
sources  disclose  that  the  New  Washington  Medical  Center  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.,  reputed  to  be  one  of  the  most  modern  hospitals  in  the 
country,  cost  less  per  bed,  exclusive  of  movable  equipment,  but 
inclusive  of  a  nurse  quarters  than  several  of  those  requested  in  this 
bill.  Under  the  Hill-Burton  Act,  the  average  construction  costs  for 
the  last  4  months  of  1958  for  hospital  construction  amounted  to 
$19,500  per  bed.  By  way  of  explanation,  this  figure  includes  every- 
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thing  for  a  complete  operating  hospital.  The  range  of  costs  under  the 
Hill-Burton  Act  were  from  $12,860  per  bed  to  $22,840  per  bed. 
The  costs  per  square  foot  ranged  from  $14.53  to  $34.37.  This  again, 
includes  a  complete  hospital  ready  to  operate.  The  committee  has 
been  informed  that  most  excellent  facilities  and  construction  can  be 
obtained  for  $31.06  per  square  foot.  From  private  sources,  it  has 
been  ascertained  that  the  rule  of  thumb  for  hospital  construction  in 
some  Southern  States  is  $10,000  per  bed. 

It  may  be  seen  from  these  comparisons  that  the  estimated  costs  of 
proposed  construction  of  military  hospitals  are  excessive  when  com¬ 
pared  to  civilian  hospitals,  even  allowing  for  special  military  require¬ 
ments.  The  committee  feels  that  this  is  attributable,  at  least  in  part, 
to  the  excessive  use  of  refinements,  superfluous  equipment,  and  over¬ 
loading  of  criteria  which  are  not  essential  to  the  welfare  of  the  patients. 
It  is  the  desire  of  the  committee  that  military  personnel  and  their 
dependents  be  provided  the  best  of  medical  and  hospital  facilities  in 
every  respect;  however,  hospital  construction  must  be  on  a  more 
modest  basis. 

COMMITTEE  ACTION 

In  light  of  the  above,  the  committee  at  this  time  does  not  recom¬ 
mend  authorization  for  the  hospitals  listed  above  until  more  realistic 
cost  estimates  are  forthcoming,  with  the  exception  of  the  hospitals  at 
Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippine  Islands,  the  Naval  Station  Roosevelt 
Roads,  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Hospital  in 
England.  Testimony  indicates  that  the  hospitals  at  Clark  Air  Force 
Base  and  the  naval  station  at  Roosevelt  Roads  are  badly  needed. 
They  appear  to  be  planned  on  a  relatively  austere  basis  and  the  Clark 
Air  Force  Base  hospital  services  the  entire  Far  Eastern  area,  serv¬ 
ing  personnel  of  the  three  military  services  as  well  as  civilian  personnel 
of  the  State  Department  and  other  agencies.  The  Lakenheath- 
Mildenhall  Hospital  is  a  Commodity  Credit  project,  and  a  real  need 
exists  for  this  structure. 

The  committee  does  not  intend  to  imply  that  these  hospitals  are  not 
needed,  but  simply  that  cost  estimates  appear  to  be  entirely  unrealistic. 
The  question  of  authorization  for  these  hospitals  is  open  for  further 
consideration  if  more  reasonable  estimates  are  forthcoming.  The 
committee  desires  to  emphasize  however,  that  if  new  estimates  are 
forthcoming  and  approved  by  the  committee,  the  military  depart¬ 
ments  will  be  expected  to  stay  within  those  estimates  and  not  return 
at  a  later  time  for  further  authorization. 

The  committee  has,  therefore,  deleted  from  title  I,  the  hospitals  at 
Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala.,  and  Fort  Eustis,  Va.;  from  title  II,  the  hos¬ 
pitals  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Calif.,  and  from  title  III, 
the  hospitals  at  Sheppard  Ah  Force  Base,  Tex.,  the  Clinton  County 
Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  and  the  George  Air  Force  Base,  Calif. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain 

The  committee  has  deleted  from  the  bill  an  authorization  request 
for  operational  facilities  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain,  in  the 
amount  of  $11,934,000.  If  granted,  this  authorization  would  permit 
the  dredging  of  Rota  Harbor  to  a  depth  of  40  feet  for  the  purpose  of 
permitting  large  tankers  and  certain  carriers  to  go  alongside  a  pier. 
Considerable  sums  have  been  previously  authorized  and  obligated 
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for  facilities  at  this  naval  air  station,  including  dredging  the  harbor 
to  a  depth  of  35  feet.  After  carefully  considering  testimony  and 
other  data  relating  to  this  project,  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion 
that  it  does  not  have  the  priority  of  others  that  are  being  deferred. 
Present  facilities  are  sufficient  to  accommodate  large  tankers.  The 
committee  believes  that  the  funds  required  to  accomplish  this  dredging 
might  better  be  used  for  modernizing  the  fleet  and  other  high  priority 
requirements. 

NORAD  Headquarters 

The  committee  has  approved  the  authorization  requested  in  the 
amount  of  $10  million  for  the  underground  Combat  Operations  Center 
at  the  North  American  Air  Defense  Command  Headquarters,  Colorado 
Springs,  Colo.  The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  has  advised  that  a 
definite  site  in  the  area  of  Cheyenne  Mountains  has  been  selected 
and  that  the  center  as  presently  planned  will  provide  the  desired  blast 
over  pressure  protection.  The  estimated  cost  of  the  completed 
structure  is  approximated  at  $28.5  million. 

Air  Academy 

The  committee  is  greatly  concerned  over  many  aspects  of  the 
construction  program  at  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy  in  Colorado 
Springs,  Colo. 

The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  in  a  report  dated 
April  1959,  states  that  the  original  authorization  of  $139  million  will 
have  been  expanded  without  specific  authority  from  Congress  to  $269 
million.  This  seems  to  be  a  disregard  of  congressional  authority. 
The  Air  Academy  was  not  authorized  in  a  general  construction  bill 
by  this  subcommittee  but  by  a  special  act  of  Congress.  The  com¬ 
mittee  proposes  to  investigate  the  matter  and  to  determine  where  the 
responsibility  rests  for  this  apparent  disregard  of  congressional  intent. 
In  the  meantime,  the  committee  requests  that  no  new  contracts  be 
let  without  specific  consultation  with  the  Armed  Services  Committees. 
The  committee  further  desires  that  it  be  distinctly  understood  that 
no  steps  be  taken  to  construct  airfield  facilities  at  the  Academy  unless 
line  item  authorization  is  first  obtained  from  the  committees. 

Bolling-Anacostia  Airfields 

For  some  time  now  the  committee  has  expressed  grave  concern  over 
the  problems  arising  from  multiple  utilization  of  airspace  by  military 
and  civilian  aircraft.  A  case  in  point  is  the  Bolling-Anacostia  facili¬ 
ties,  Washington,  D.C.  Considerable  funds  have  been  authorized 
and  appropriated  to  enable  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  and  the 
Department  of  the  Navy  to  move  their  operations  from  Bolling- 
Anacostia  to  the  Andrews  Air  Force  Base  and  the  John  Tower  Air 
Facility  located  at  Andrews.  It  is  hoped  this  transition  will  be  com¬ 
pleted  in  the  near  future.  The  committee  expects  no  further  expendi¬ 
tures  to  be  made  for  the  expansion  or  conversion  of  the  Bolling- 
Anacostia  facilities  other  than  for  ordinary  and  necessary  maintenance 
unless  specifically  authorized  by  the  Committees  on  the  Armed  Services. 

Air  Defense  Systems 

For  several  years  the  committee  has  emphasized  the  importance  of 
decisive  action  by  the  Department  of  Defense  to  eliminate  wasteful 
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overlapping  in  weapons  systems.  This  is  particularly  true  in  the  area 
of  antiaircraft  missiles  which  have  been  the  subject  of  extensive  dis¬ 
cussion  and  deliberation.  In  an  attempt  to  force  a  decision  in  this 
regard,  the  committee  last  year  reduced  the  construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  antiaircraft  missiles  by  20  percent  and  made  the  combined 
remainder  available  for  utilization  in  the  systems  selected  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense.  The  committee  was  desirous  that  an  entire 
reappraisal  be  made  of  the  air-defense  concept  solely  in  terms  of 
effectiveness  and  without  preference  to  individual  systems  or  military 
departments  to  assure  the  most  defense  for  the  dollar  invested.  The 
clear-cut  decision  desired  has  not  been  made.  The  following  question 
ing  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  that  occurred  during  hearings  on  the 
Department  of  Defense  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1960  clearly 
illustrates  the  current  status  of  the  subject: 

Senator  Stennis.  Now,  my  question,  Mr.  Secretary,  with 
great  deference  to  you,  is  this : 

I  want  to  know  if  you  have  reached  a  decision.  Appar¬ 
ently  you  have  not  stopped  any  of  these  programs;  you  are 
letting  both  of  them  go  forward,  but  both  of  them  on  a 
limited  scale. 

My  question  is :  Have  you  reached  a  decision  as  to  either 
one  of  them,  and  why  not  give  one  or  the  other  the  green 
light  and  let  it  go  ahead  rather  than  take  two  along,  NIKE 
and  BOMARC,  on  a  reduced  scale? 

Secretary  McElroy.  There  is  no  question  that,  as  mentioned 
earlier  in  one  of  these  hearings,  that  this  is  one  of  the  areas 
of  our  defense  work  which  has  been,  I  suppose,  more  difficult 
than  any  I  have  touched  to  receive  in  a  way  that  is  at  all 
satisfying. 

Senator  Stennis.  You  say  this  is  the  most  difficult  matter 
that  you  have  had  to  deal  with;  is  that  right? 

Secretary  McElroy.  It  really  is,  yes.  What  is  involved 
here,  as  I  also  indicated  earlier,  is  that  you  have  a  shifting 
of  the  type  of  attacking  vehicles  against  which  you  must 
defend. 

You  expect  they  will  continue  to  be  bombers.  You  think 
as  the  years  go  by  the  bomber  coming  in  will  be  of  lesser 
importance  than  another  type  of  incoming  weapon,  which 
while  it  uses  the  air  will  not  be  defendable  against,  by  the 
same  weapon  as  you  use  to  defend  against  bombers. 

Now,  we  have  had  to  say  to  ourselves- — this  is  what  we 
said  about  our  own  attacking  force — until  we  can  really 
believe  that  there  is  going  to  be  an  effective  missile  attacking 
force  against  us,  we  have  got  to  assume  that  the  effective 
force  of  the  enemy  is  going  to  be  bomber  in  the  same  way 
that  we  say  our  effective  attacking  force  against  him  for 
some  years  to  come  is  going  to  be  the  bomber. 

Therefore,  our  defense  must  be  an  antibomber  defense. 

Now,  coming  to  your  question  as  to  why  we  need  both  of 
these,  and  this  has  been  given  immense  study,  it  seems  from 
the  best  views  we  have,  including  our  Joint  Chiefs  of  staff, 
and  General  Twining  may  want  to  comment  on  this  when  I 
have  finished,  that  the  thing  which  will  happen  in  the  future 
to  the  bomber  will  be  an  increase  in  speed  and  also  I  am 
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talking  now  about  a  Russian  incoming  bomber  and  also  that 
the  bomber  will  have  missiles  of  the  HOUNDDOG  type, 
just  as  we  expect  ours  to  have  missiles  of  the  HOUNDDOG 
type,  therefore  our  job  is  to  push  further  out  with  our 
defense,  and  therefore  count  less  and  less  on  what  we  thought 
as  the  point  defense. 

With  that  as  a  likelihood  of  the  bomber  problem  against 
which  we  must  defend,  we  continue  our  work  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  F-108  interceptor,  which  is  mach  3,  which  is 
long  range,  it  is  a  very  sophisticated  aircraft  and  combination 
system.  It  is  really  a  combination  of  an  aircraft  and  missile 
which  gives  you  a  system  concept. 

That  gives  your  furtherest  reach  out.  Then,  for  missile 
purposes,  it  looks  very  much  as  if  the  BOMARC  with  its, 
we  hope,  about  four  to  five  hundred  mile  range  in  the  new 
version,  will  have  the  greatest  backup  to  the  interceptor  be¬ 
cause  it  does  have  the  ability  to  reach  out. 

Now,  we  push  the  interceptor  as  far  as  we  can  north  and 
to  the  east  and  in  whatever  direction  we  think  these  may  be 
coming  from. 

But  we  then  have  a  BOMARC  capability  flown  from  the 
interceptor  zone  where  we  can  have  a  peripheral  protection, 
including  the  protection  that  would  be  supplied  to  some 
degree  by  BOMARC’s  in  Canada. 

Now,  you  may  recall,  having  read  the  Canadian  Govern¬ 
ment  decided  to  abandon  its  high  performance  interceptor 
and  give  up  the  production  of  this  CF-105,  but  in  doing  so 
it  also  decided  to  buy  some  BOMARC’s  following  the  de¬ 
termination  of  the  Canadian  Government  as  to  the  system  it 
would  rely  on  for  the  alternative  kind  of  air  defense. 

So  here  you  have  interceptors  and  the  decision  of  both 
cabinets  on  a  combination  of  BOMARC  and  interceptors. 

Now,  there  is  one  other  factor  in  this.  That  is  that  the 
SAGE  system  which  is  the  system  that  directs  both  the 
BOMARC  and  the  interceptors  to  their  targets  can  be 
effective  in  guiding  both  of  those.  We  have  not  yet  inte¬ 
grated  the  NIKE  system  into  that  SAGE  ground  environ¬ 
ment  directional  system. 

So  to  net  it  down,  it  looks  to  me  again,  with  plenty  of 
conversation  I  am  afraid  still  going  on  in  the  Defense 
Department  before  we  get  it  defined,  there  will  be  inter¬ 
ceptors  to  the  north,  there  will  need  to  be  a  stream  of 
BOMARC  sites  around  the  periphery  and  only  a  relatively 
small  number  of  additional  high  priority  target  areas  will 
be  considered  as  further  NIKE  sites,  I  believe. 

Senator  Stennis.  Frankly,  I  can  understand,  then,  your 
leanings  toward  BOMARC.  Apparently  its  future  being  so 
much  more  extensive,  I  cannot  understand  why  you  keep 
recommending  the  installations  and  support  installations 
for  NIKE. 

Now,  if  I  vote  to  recommend  that  to  the  Congress,  I  am 
saying  to  my  colleagues  and  the  American  people  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  more  important  there  than  it  is  to  go  toward 
modernizing  the  Army  so  to  speak,  ■with  weapons  and  mod- 
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ernizing  the  Navy  ships  and  increasing  our  Marine  landing 
teams  and  Army  combat  battalions,  and  I  just  do  not  believe 
that  that  is  true. 

I  do  not  want  to  certify  in  a  bill  that  I  believe  that  these 
priorities  are  that  when  I  think  just  to  the  contrary  very 
strongly. 

As  I  say,  that  is  no  hasty  conclusion.  It  is  based  on 
testimony. 

I  am  beginning  to  think  that  the  Department  of  Defense 
itself  would  welcome  a  congressional  decision  on  this  matter 
and  then  you  could  move  on  into  a  more  positive  program. 

Secretary  McElroy.  You  certainly  have  touched  us  in  a 
place  where  I  would  call  vulnerable. 

Senator  Stennis.  I  do  not  want  to  embarrass  you. 

Secretary  McElroy.  You  are  not  embarrassing  us.  This 
is  one  where  we  have  not  done  very  well  in  making  a  decision. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  it  would  not  bother  me  if  you 
held  our  feet  to  the  fire  and  forced  us  in  connection  with  this 
budget. 

Senator  Stennis.  I  appreciate  your  attitude  tremendously, 
because  I  frankly  think  that  is  what  has  to  be  done,  Mr. 
Secretary. 

Secretary  McElroy.  I  think  it  is  time. 

Senator  Stennis.  I  think  we  can  assure  you  a  recommen¬ 
dation  along  that  line,  anyway.  I  do  not  know  what  will  be 
the  outcome  of  it. 

The  NIKE  system  has  evolved  through  several  stages — NIKE- 
AJAX,  NIKE-HERCULES,  and  later,  an  improved  NIKE-HER- 
CULES.  These  modifications  and  conversions  have  entailed  large 
expenditures  while  achieving  relatively  modest  extensions  in  the  range 
at  which  an  incoming  aircraft  could  be  detected  and  destroyed.  This 
range  capability  could  be  seriously  inadequate,  particularly  against 
“standoff”  bombers  equipped  with  air-to-surface  missiles. 

Although  the  military  construction  costs  of  converting  NIKE- 
AJAX  sites  is  relatively  minor,  the  cost  in  missiles,  warheads,  and 
personnel  is  substantial.  The  committee  is  disturbed  by  the  dangers 
attending  the  storage  of  atomic  warheads  for  these  missiles  in  popu¬ 
lated  areas.  Another  danger  is  that  which  would  result  from  the 
detonation  of  these  atomic  warheads  at  short  ranges  over  the  defended 
populated  areas. 

It  is  the  committee’s  view  that  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles 
are  becoming  the  primary  threat  to  bases  of  the  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand  and  that  the  required  missile  defense  against  aircraft  should  be 
provided  by  area  type  weapons  that  afford  multipurpose  protection  of 
cities,  strategic  bases,  and  other  vital  facilities. 

The  committee  has  concluded  that  the  NIKE-AJAX-NIKE- 
HERCULES  system  is  virtually  obsolete  and  that  the  further  ex¬ 
penditure  of  funds  to  expand  the  system,  except  in  overseas  areas 
where  it  might  have  a  tactical  value,  is  unwarranted.  It  is  not  the 
purpose  of  the  committee  to  weaken  our  defense,  but  to  the  contrary 
to  strengthen  it.  The  committee  recommends  that  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  give  renewed  consideration  to  a  reappraisal  of  the  perimeter 
defense  concept  to  assure  the  best  air  defense  system  possible. 
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COMMITTEE  ACTION 

To  effectuate  its  views,  the  committee  has  deleted  $17,332,000  of  the 
$22,413,000  requested  in  the  bill  as  new  authority  for  extension  and 
improvement  of  the  NIKE  system.  The  authority  granted  is  for 
improvement  of  the  system  outside  the  United  States,  for  one  new 
installation  there,  and  for  construction  affecting  the  welfare  and  com¬ 
fort  of  personnel  assigned  to  existing  installations  within  the  United 
States. 

The  committee  proposes  to  repeal  authorization  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  50  NIKE-HERCULES  batteries  at  25  locations  within  the 
United  States  and  for  8  batteries  in  Hawaii,  and  asks  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  a  revised  program.  This  construction  was  authorized 
in  Public  Law  85-685  but  has  not  yet  been  placed  under  contract. 
Until  final  congressional  action  has  been  taken  on  this  proposed  can¬ 
cellation,  the  committee  expects  the  Department  not  to  make  contract 
awards  under  this  authorization.  The  committee  expects  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  to  come  forward  with  such  a  master  plan  in  sufficient 
time  for  the  committee  to  give  consideration  to  such  plan  before  this 
Congress  adjourns  in  order  that  it  may  present  its  recommendations 
to  the  Congress. 

Organization  for  Air  Defense 

The  committee  still  is  concerned  about  the  division  of  responsibility 
within  the  air  defense  field. 

The  following  excerpts  from  testimony  by  the  commander  in  chief 
of  the  North  American  Air  Defense  Command  is  illustrative  of  this 
problem : 

Senator  Stennis.  Now  going  right  on  one  step  further  that 
I  have  never  been  able  to  understand,  this  Air  Force  installa¬ 
tion  for  SAC  bombers,  say  it  is  No.  A,  and  you  are  in  com¬ 
mand  of  its  defense.  If  you  detect  a  bomber  coming  in,  you 
send  up  Air  Force  planes  to  intercept  it,  but  if  it  gets  on 
through  then  you  have  the  Army  try  to  shoot  it  down. 

Now  why  do  you  call  on  the  Air  Force  at  one  point  and  the 
Army  on  the  other?  Why  is  that  divided  responsibility? 

General  Partridge.  That  is  a  very  good  question,  if  we 
were  going  to  take  a  clean  sheet  of  paper  and  start  over  again, 
the  whole  air  defense  system  should  be  in  one  service.  The 
detection,  surveillance,  and  everything  should  be  in  one 
service.  It  would  make  it  very  much  simpler.  But  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that  the  Army  has,  by  its  roles  and  missions, 
the  job  of  providing  weapons  for  air  defense,  surface-to-air 
missiles  for  air  defense,  and  it’s  doing  so.  But  the  system 
which  operates  these  is  the  North  American  Air  Defense 
Command.  All  of  these  units  operate  under  techniques  and 
procedures  set  down  by  my  headquarters. 

Senator  Stennis.  This  is  not  a  personal  question  at  all, 
but  as  the  commander  who  has  charge  of  all  of  it,  have  you 
ever  proposed  or  do  you  consider  proposing  a  plan  that  will 
start  to  eliminate  this  situation  and  bring  it  in  line  with  what 
you  say  it  should  be? 

General  Partridge.  I  have  never  proposed  such  a  plan, 
but  I  have  certainly  thought  about  it  a  lot  of  times. 
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Senator  Stennis.  Well,  you  might  propose  it  to  us.  We 
came  pretty  near  putting  it  into  effect.  It  would  help  us  in 
our  thinking,  General.  This  is  a  most  serious  concern  to  us 
as  I  know  it  is  to  you,  although  you  and  I  have  never  dis¬ 
cussed  this  matter. 

General  Partridge.  It  is  to  me.  Quite  seriously,  let  me 
say  if  we  could  get  all  the  air  defense  activities  under  a  single 
service,  it  would  be  a  far  better  arrangement  than  we  have 
today,  and  let  me  give  you  just  one  example. 

The  Army  has  the  job  of  developing  N1KE-ZEUS.  This 
is  probably  going  to  be  one  of  the  most  complicated  pieces  of 
equipment,  most  demanding  pieces  of  equipment,  ever  built 
for  military  or  any  other  use.  At  the  same  time,  the  Air 
Force  has  been  given  the  job  of  providing  the  early  warning 
system.  These  systems  must  be  completely  integrated,  and 
it  would  be  ever  so  much  easier,  from  the  commander’s  point 
of  view  in  Colorado  Springs,  where  the  systems  have  to  tie 
together,  if  one  service  were  doing  the  job. 

I  do  not  know  that  we  can  ever  bring  that  about,  and  I 
would  not  propose  it.  But  it  would  be  easier  that  way. 

Senator  Stennis.  I  want  to  make  clear  that  I  think  the 
Army,  as  I  understand  it,  has  done  an  excellent  job  with 
what  has  been  assigned  to  them,  and  they  have  an  excellent 
antimissile  missile  program  and  antibomber  program.  I  am 
talking  about  the  system  alone,  and  I  think  that  this  is  a 
glaring  defect.  It  seems  to  me  this  divided  responsibility 
is  one  of  the  things  that  is  pushing  all  the  services  right  on 
into  one  service,  one  command,  and  one  uniform,  it  is  so 
glaring. 

I  saw  a  news  item  the  other  day  that  15  Air  Force  officers 
and  15  Army  officers  had  been  in  conference  with  reference 
to  a  NIKE  installation,  and  that  just  pointed  up  the  man¬ 
power,  the  talent,  the  time,  and  everything  else,  that  was 
consumed  there.  They  were  cooperating,  but  they  had  15 
officers  meeting  from  each  group. 

I  do  not  want  to  take  too  much  time,  but  it  is  a  matter 
this  subcommittee  has  been  interested  in  for  many  years. 

The  committee  is  convinced  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has 
adequate  authority  to  provide  for  an  integrated  responsibility  for  air 
defense,  and  sharply  defined  areas  of  responsibility.  In  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  opinion,  this  authority  existed  before  the  Department  of 
Defense  Reorganization  Act  of  1958.  If  there  were  any  doubt  how¬ 
ever  about  such  authority,  the  1958  act  eliminated  it.  The  committee 
urges  the  Secretary  to  devote  further  attention  to  the  assignment  of 
functions  in  air  defense. 

Annual  Authorization  for  Aircraft  and  Missiles 

Section  413  of  the  bill  would  initiate  a  requirement  for  an  annual 
authorization  for  the  design,  development,  and  procurement  of 
aircraft  and  missiles. 

Large  amounts  are  being  appropriated  annually  for  aircraft  and 
missiles  on  the  basis  of  authorizations  that  are  exceedingly  broad  in 
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terms.  More  than  $9  billion  of  proposed  appropriations  for  these 
purposes  are  contained  in  the  defense  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1960. 

The  authorizations  on  which  these  large  appropriations  are  based 
are  no  more  specific  than  that  "the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  pro¬ 
cure  materials  and  facilities  necessary  to  maintain  and  support  the 
Army  *  *  *”,  that  “the  President  may  acquire,  construct,  or  manu¬ 
facture  naval  airplanes,  spare  parts,  and  equipment  necessary  to 
provide  and  maintain  15,000  useful  naval  airplanes  *  *  that 
“the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  procure  and  construct  guided  mis¬ 
siles”,  and  that  “the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  procure  guided 
missiles  and  24,000  serviceable  aircraft  or  225,000  airframe  tons  of 
serviceable  aircraft,  whichever  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate.” 

The  aircraft  and  missiles  procured  under  these  authorizations,  while 
entailing  large  expenditures  in  themselves,  also  generate  requirements 
for  expenditures  in  other  major  budget  categories,  such  as  personnel, 
construction,  and  operations  and  maintenance.  Lack  of  specificity 
in  authorization  for  aircraft  and  missile  procurement  is  in  sharp 
contrast  to  the  detailed  annual  authorizations  for  military  construction 
which  prescribe  locations,  categories,  and  amounts  of  construction 
authorization  to  be  undertaken. 

The  committee  has  concluded  that  in  the  discharge  of  its  legislative 
responsibilities  an  annual  review  of  the  aircraft  and  missile  procure¬ 
ment  programs  is  needed.  A  thorough  examination  of  this  area  of 
activity  may  serve  to  reduce  the  enormous  cost  of  defense  and  should 
assist  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  in  their  consideration  of  the 
mammoth  defense  budget. 

Missile  Ranges 

The  committee  is  deeply  concerned  over  the  magnitude  of  expendi¬ 
tures  which  have  been  proposed  in  the  fiscal  year  1960  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  program  for  missile  range  facilities.  For  the 
three  services,  these  proposed  authorizations  total  approximately  $110 
million. 

The  Army  portion  of  this  proposed  program  approximates  $71 
million  for  facilities  at  the  White  Sands,  N.  Mex.,  national  range,  the 
McGregor  and  Oro  Grande  ranges  in  Texas,  at  Kwajalein  and  Johnson 
Islands  in  the  Pacific,  and  at  Ascension  Island  in  the  Atlantic. 

The  Navy  program  of  $31  million  is  primarily  in  furtherance  of 
another  national  missile  range,  namely  the  Pacific  range,  Point 
Mugu,  Calif.,  and  segments  located  at  San  Nicholas  and  San  Clemente 
Islands,  Calif.,  Eniwetok,  Kaneohe  Bay,  T.H.,  Wake  and  Midway 
Islands  in  the  Pacific,  and  at  the  Air  Force  Missile  Training  Command, 
Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Fla. 

Approximately  $8  million  will  be  applied  by  the  Air  Force  to  further 
construction  of  facilities  relating  to  the  third  national  range  at  Cape 
Canaveral,  Fla.,  and  segments  at  Ascension  Island,  Antigua,  British 
West  Indies;  and  Santa  Rosa  Island,  Fla. 

A  further  discussion  of  the  missions  of  the  three  national  missile 
ranges  is  contained  later  in  this  report. 

Although  the  vital  importance  of  the  missile  development  program 
which  these  ranges  support  is  fully  recognized,  the  committee  feels  that 
greater  efforts  must  be  made  to  reduce  expenditures  for  the  continued 
expansion  of  the  numerous  ranges  which  are  now  in  use  by  the  three 
separate  Departments. 
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It  is  recognized  that  both  overwater  and  overland  ranges  are  neces¬ 
sary,  due  to  special  instrumentation,  support,  and  recovery  problems 
which  are  inherent  in  the  missile  development  field.  The  committee 
is  not  convinced,  however,  that  the  future  expansion  which  has  been 
projected  for  the  various  missile  ranges  would  be  necessary  to  the 
extent  proposed  if  each  range  is  given  maximum  utilization,  and  joint 
use  by  the  three  services  is  made  fully  available.  It  would  appear 
that  some  duplication  certainly  exists  between  the  Atlantic  and  the 
Pacific  missile  ranges,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  is  called  upon 
to  be  sure  that  duplicate  and  overlapping  capabilities  are  not  provided 
at  both  of  these  ranges  in  support  of  firing  activities  which  could  be 
accomplished  at  one  or  the  other  separately  by  better  planning  and 
scheduling  of  firing  activities. 

The  committee  will  look  with  disfavor  upon  further  land  acquisitions 
to  expand  existing  overland  ranges. 

Military  Family  Housing 

In  the  report  on  last  year’s  bill  the  committee  devoted  considerable 
attention  to  the  subject  of  family  housing,  in  recognition  of  its  impor¬ 
tance  for  the  retention  of  career  personnel,  and  the  magnitude  of  the 
various  programs  designed  to  meet  the  need.  The  committee  expressed 
its  concern  over  the  possibility  of  overbuilding,  and  emphasized  its 
desire  that  care  be  taken  to  relate  the  size  of  proposed  projects  with 
conservative  estimates  of  long-range  personnel  strengths. 

The  requested  authorization  for  housing  units  originally  presented 
to  the  committee  was  for  21,701,  as  follows: 


Number  of 
appropriated 
fund  units  in 
bill 

Number  of 
Capehart 
units  in  bill 

Number  of 
surplus  com¬ 
modity  units 
in  bill 

Total  num¬ 
ber  of  units 
in  bill 

Army _ 

326 

6, 199 

557 

7,082 
4,422 
10, 197 

Navy _ 

0 

4, 322 

100 

Air  Force _ 

135 

8,025 

2,037 

Total _ _ _ 

461 

18,  546 

2,694 

21, 701 

Subsequently,  however,  the  Defense  Department  submitted  revised 
requests  bringing  this  total  up  to  26,310  units.  To  briefly  illustrate 
the  magnitude  of  the  family  housing  problem,  from  August  1,  1952, 
to  February  28,  1959,  103,731  units  of  family  housing  were  placed 
under  contract  at  a  total  cost  of  $1,594,205,000.  In  addition,  if  all 
units  requested  in  this  bill  are  placed  under  contract,  a  contingent 
liability  of  $455,202,000  will  result,  with  the  total  eventual  cost  of 
$733,854,945.  There  follows  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  housing 
program. 

PROGRAMING  LIMITS 

With  regard  to  the  principle  domestic  program  (Capehart),  last 
year’s  report  requested  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  prior  to  adver¬ 
tising  for  bids,  certify  that  proposed  projects  were  consistent  with 
long-range  troop  projections,  and  either  would  not  raise  total  military 
assets  at  installations  above  55  percent  of  gross  requirements,  or 
were  exceptions  justified  on  the  basis  of  isolation  or  unusual  military 
conditions. 

S.  Kept.  296,  86-1- 
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Subsequently,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  certified  to  the  com¬ 
mittees  46  Capehart  projects  totaling  16,509  units,  through  February 
17,  1959.  Of  the  projects  certified,  21  (10,027  units)  were  within  the 
55  percent  limit,  and  25  (6,482  units)  were  justified  as  exceptions  on 
the  basis  of  isolation  or  military  necessity. 

The  various  housing  programs  have  been  explored  at  great  length 
with  family  housing  personnel  of  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  Properties  and  Installations,  and  the  three  military 
departments,  in  order  to  get  a  comprehensive  picture  of  the  size  of 
the  need,  how  it  is  determined,  the  accomplishments  to  date,  and 
future  planning. 


DETERMINATION  OF  REQUIREMENTS 

First  of  all,  the  committee  has  been  advised  that  the  Defense 
Department’s  policy  on  the  provision  of  family  housing  is  as  follows: 

1.  Consideration  will  be  given  to  meeting  the  housing  require¬ 
ments  of  military  personnel  entitled  to  quarters  allowances  under 
permanent  legislation,  and  of  essential  civilian  employees. 

2.  In  programs  to  meet  housing  requirements,  existing  com¬ 
munity  support  will  be  utilized  to  the  greatest  practicable  degree. 
Government-owned  or  controlled  housing  will  be  provided  for 
personnel  required  to  reside  on-station  by  reason  of  military 
necessity,  and  for  other  personnel  for  whom  it  is  impracticable 
to  obtain  adequate  private  housing  at  reasonable  rentals  and 
locations. 

It  is  noted  that  the  policy  makes  no  provision  for  family  housing 
for  personnel  of  the  lower  enlisted  pay  grades.  In  calculating  the 
gross  requirements  for  a  particular  installation,  the  servicewide  mar¬ 
riage  factors  are  applied  to  the  projected  long-range  strengths,  based 
on  the  latest  available  forecasts  for  the  installation  and  its  component 
activities.  The  marriage  factors  currently  used  for  the  officers  and 
enlisted  grades  are:  Army,  84  and  24;  Navy,  75  and  35;  Air  Force, 
80  and  32.  The  enlisted  percentages  reflect  the  proportion  of  married 
upper  grade  enlisted  personnel  to  all  enlisted  personnel,  and  are 
based  on  payroll  records. 

In  determining  the  size  of  a  proposed  project,  the  gross  requirements 
for  the  installation  (including  those  for  a  few  key  civilians)  are  first 
reduced  by  all  existing  and  planned  adequate  assets,  both  Government- 
owned  and  private.  In  addition,  a  safety  factor  amounting  to  at  least 
10  percent  (20  percent  in  foreign  countries)  of  the  gross  requirements 
is  deducted;  this  factor  is  increased  for  nonisolated  areas.  As  a 
further  precaution  against  overbuilding  in  the  United  States,  Terri¬ 
tories,  and  possessions,  on-post  construction  is  limited  to  a  maximum 
of  55  percent  of  gross  requirements  (75  percent  in  isolated  areas  or 
where  required  by  military  necessity,  and  even  higher  in  exceptional 
cases,  such  as  extremely  isolated  Air  Force  bases  in  the  “northern 
tier”).  Field  requests  for  projects  are  carefully  scrutinized  during  the 
course  of  review,  in  order  to  insure  that  priority  is  given  to  the  more 
urgently  needed  projects.  Moreover,  large  projects  are  normally 
broken  down  into  two  or  more  increments. 
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Defense  Department  witnesses  testified  during  the  hearings  that 
overall  requirements  for  officers  and  upper  grade  enlisted  men  totaled 
859,345  units,  based  on  the  currently  authorized  military  strength  of 
2,520,000.  This  compared  to  a  requirement  of  680,000  units  reported 
a  year  earlier,  based  on  a  total  military  strength  of  2,600,000.  Two 
reasons  were  given  for  this  requirements  increase  in  the  face  of  declin¬ 
ing  force  levels:  a  constantly  increasing  percentage  of  married  per¬ 
sonnel,  and  the  inclusion  for  the  first  time  of  the  requirements  for 
Navy  fleet  personnel  (135,750  units).  Although  some  provision  is 
now  being  made  in  the  Navy’s  program  for  housing  for  dependents 
of  fleet  personnel  in  home  port  areas,  these  requirements  cannot  be 
precisely  pinpointed  to  those  areas,  and  therefore  are  subject  to  addi¬ 
tional  safety  factors  in  programing.  Total  assets  increased  from  the 
455,800  units  reported  last  year  to  542,936  units.  A  detailed  tabula¬ 
tion  is  as  follows: 

Military  family  housing  requirements  and  assets  as  of  Dec.  31,  1958 


Currently  authorized  strength _ 

Projected  gross  requirements  1 _ 

Officers . . . . . 

Senior  enlisted _ 

Key  civilians _ 

Assets _ _ _ _ 

Military  controlled  2 3 4 _ 

Public  quarters _ 

Capehart _ 

Wherry  2 _ 

Leased _ 

Surplus  commodity _ 

Rental  guaranty _ 

Community  support _ 

Deficit _ 

Programed  construction  (military)  < _ 

Public  quarters  (rehabilitation) _ 

P  ublic  quarters  (new  construction) 

Capehart _ 

Surplus  commodity _ 

Leased _ 

Net  deficit _ 


Total 

Army 

Navy 

Air  Force 

2,  520,  000 

870, 000 

805,000 

845,000 

877,  225 

253, 300 

285,  205 

338, 720 

242, 380 
616, 965 
17, 880 

73,790 
171, 300 
8, 210 

64,390 
216, 965 
3, 850 

104,  200 
228, 700 
5,820 

542,  936 

164, 778 

163,880 

214,  278 

329, 029 
(128,  926) 
(91,  078) 
(81, 887) 
(6,  431) 
(15,  169; 
(5,  538 
213,  907 

123,  792 
(66,  545) 
(26,  786) 
(20,  111) 
(5,  700) 
(2,  498) 
(2,  152) 
40,  986 

58,  804 
(22, 041) 
(11,318) 
(24, 128) 
(66) 
(1,  251) 
(0) 
105, 076 

146, 433 
(40,340) 
(52,  974) 
(37,  648) 
(665) 
(11, 420) 
(3, 386) 
67, 845 

334,  289 
25, 718 

88,  522 
7,311 

121,325 

4,914 

124,  442 
13. 493 

1,  517 
461 
18,  546 
2,694 
2,500 

79 

326 

6,199 

557 

150 

492 

0 

4,  322 
100 

0 

946 

135 

8,025 

2,037 

2,350 

308,  571 

81,  211 

116,  411 

110,  949 

1  Estimated  as  of  June  30,  1962;  includes  135,700  for  Navy  fleet  personnel. 

2  Includes  existing,  under  contract  and  authorized  but  not  under  contract,  excludes  21,800  Navy  rental 
units  adequate  for  junior  enlisted  men  and  nonkey  civilians. 

3  Excludes  1,223  units  not  planned  for  acquisition  and  about  600  units  to  be  lost  in  rehabilitation  and  modi¬ 
fication. 

4  All,  except  public  quarters  to  be  rehabilitated,  included  in  military  construction  authorization  bill  for 
fiscal  year  1960. 


SEVEN  YEARS’  PROGRESS 

In  order  to  get  a  picture  of  what  has  been  done  in  recent  years  to 
provide  military  family  housing,  the  committee  has  compiled  a  list  of 
results  under  the  “Appropriated  funds,  Capehart,  surplus  commodity, 
and  rental  guaranty  programs.”  During  the  years  fiscal  year  1953 
through  fiscal  year  1959  a  total  of  103,731  units  have  been  provided 
under  these  programs,  at  a  total  cost  of  $1,594,205,000. 
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Total 

Cost 

$332, 130,000 

1, 141, 675, 000 

119, 132, 000 

486, 000 

1, 594, 205, 000 

Number 

of  units 

19, 301 

70, 078 

8,814 

5, 538 

103, 731 

Air  Force 

Cost 

$121, 867, 000 

680, 424, 000 

73, 107, 000 

486, 000 

875, 884, 000 

Number 
of  units 

CO  o>  CO  CO 
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rfl  05  05  CO 

t^i-PiO  CO 

58, 784 

Navy 

Cost 

$58, 263, 000 
105, 935, 000 
12,  716, 000 

0 

176, 914, 000 

Number 
of  units 

05  05  O 

ICNN 

PUOOO 

COCO 

10, 712 

Army 

Cost 

$152,000,000 
355, 316, 000 
34, 091, 000 

0 

541, 407, 000 

Number 
of  units 

8,546 
21, 545 

1, 992 
2,152 

34,  235 
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As  can  be  seen,  principal  reliance  has  been  placed  on  the  Capehart 
program  to  meet  requirements  in  the  United  States,  Territories,  and 
possessions,  supplemented  by  the  surplus  commodity  and  rental 
guaranty  programs  in  foreign  countries,  and  by  appropriated  funds 
programs  where  none  of  the  first  three  is  feasible. 

THIS  YEAR’S  BILL 

Authorization  requests  for  fiscal  year  1960  presented  by  the  military 
departments  to  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Properties  and  Installations  totaled  65,135  units  for  the  MCA, 
Capehart,  and  Surplus  Commodity  programs.  During  the  course 
of  review  by  the  Assistant  Secretary’s  Office,  these  requests  were 
reduced  to  26,310  units,  as  set  forth  in  the  following  table: 


Military  family  housing  units  proposed  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  military  construction 

authorization  bill 


Appropriated  fund 
units 

Capehart  units 

Surplus  commodity 

Total 

Re¬ 

quested 

by 

services 

Approved 
by  OSD 

Re¬ 

quested 

by 

services 

Approved 
by  OSD 

Re¬ 

quested 

by 

services 

Approved 
by  OSD 

Re¬ 

quested 

by 

services 

Approved 
by  OSD 

Army . . . . 

470 

1326 

22,005 

2  7,399 

7,856 

577 

30, 331 

8,  282 

Navy . - . . 

0 

0 

6,804 

2  4,  522 

634 

100 

7, 438 

4,  622 

Air  Force _ 

189 

135 

21, 610 

2 10, 484 

5,567 

a  2,  787 

27, 366 

13,406 

Total _ 

659 

1461 

50,419 

2  22, 405 

14, 057 

3, 444 

65, 135 

26, 310 

1  Excludes  12  for  Charleston  TC  depot  added  by  House  Armed  Services  Committee. 

1  Includes  3,690  units  (1,200  Army,  200  Navy,  and  2,299  Air  Force)  not  requested  in  S.  1086,  but  for  which 
DOD  seeks  authorization;  excludes  610  units  added  for  Charleston  (350)  and  Perrin  (260)  Air  Force  Bases 
by  House  Armed  Services  Committee. 

•  Includes  140  units  for  aircraft  control  and  warning  sites  In  Spain  and  600  units  at  classified  locations  not 
requested  in  S.  1086,  but  for  which  DOD  seeks  authorization. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  in  addition  to  the  number  of  units  re¬ 
quested  in  the  bill,  there  will  be  a  carryover  into  fiscal  year  1960  of 
some  5,000  units  of  Capehart  housing  previously  authorized  but  not 
yet  placed  under  contract. 

Deletions  or  reductions  in  the  military  departments  requests  were 
made  by  OASD(P&I)  in  accordance  with  the  review  criteria  set  forth 
above.  An  analysis  of  individual  projects  indicates  that  some  were 
cut  because  they  exceeded  the  on-base  construction  limits,  and  many 
second  or  third  increments  were  deferred  pending  evaluation  of  the 
impact  of  previously  authorized  construction.  Some  projects  were 
cut  because  of  uncertainty  as  to  future  base  manning  levels. 

The  461  appropriated  fund  units  consist  of  156  units  for  West  Point, 
80  units  for  Army  NIKE  sites,  135  units  for  Air  Force  radar  sites,  40  in 
Alaska,  and  50  at  a  classified  Army  installation  overseas  where  it  is 
infeasible  or  impossible  to  build  under  the  Capehart  or  surplus  com¬ 
modity  programs.  The  22,405  Capehart  units  shown  above  are  all  in 
the  United  States,  except  for  150  in  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  3,444  surplus 
commodity  units  are  divided  into  700  for  Army  and  Air  Force  in 
France,  100  for  Navy  in  Bermuda,  1,404  for  Air  Force  in  England,  and 
1,240  for  Army  and  Ah'  Force  at  classified  locations. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  this  year’s  bill  would  increase  the  authority 
to  lease  family  housing  at  tactical  sites  from  5,000  to  7,500  units.  The 
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Defense  Department  proposes  to  proceed  with  additional  rental 
guaranty  housing,  and  is  continuing  to  develop  a  program  for  off-base 
“sales”  housing  for  essential  civilians  at  research  and  development 
installations  under  the  provisions  of  section  809  of  the  National 
Housing  Act,  as  amended.  The  committee  recognizes  the  need  for  a 
variety  of  programs  to  meet  the  varying  types  of  demand  for  family 
housing  throughout  the  world;  but  it  is  essential  in  evaluating  this 
vast  undertaking  to  consider  the  major  categories  of  housing,  and 
both  the  initial  and  eventual  costs. 

As  may  be  seen  from  the  below  tabulation,  the  initial  cost  of  the 
26,310  housing  units  proposed  in  this  year’s  bill  is  $445  million,  but  the 
eventual  cost  will  amount  to  $734  million.  Although  it  is  estimated 
that  this  latter  sum  may  be  recovered  from  forfeited  housing  allow¬ 
ances  in  a  period  of  less  than  27  years,  this  analysis  is  exclusive  of  the 
costs  of  maintenance  and  operation  and  of  furniture,  which  the 
committee  last  year  estimated  would  approximate  an  additional  $75 
and  $25  per  month,  respectively.  These  secondary  costs  lend  support 
to  the  committee’s  view  that  programing  of  family  housing  should  be 
held  to  the  absolute  minimum  consistent  with  the  retention  of  career 
personnel. 

Cost  of  family  housing  items  in  S.  1086  1 


Total  initial  cost _  $455,  202,  000 


Appropriated  funds _  2  12,  457,  000 

Capehart _  3  380,  885,  000 

Surplus  commodity _  4  Cl,  860,  000 

Total  eventual  cost _  5  733,  854,  945 


Appropriated  funds _  6  19,  725,  790 

Capehart _  7  646,  854,  755 

Surplus  commodity _  6  67,  274,  400 


1  Excludes  units  to  be  provided  under  leasing  authority  contained  In  general  provisions  (which  provides 
for  leasing  units  on  a  year-to-year  basis  rather  than  for  construction  of  units) . 

-  461  units;  estimated  cost  (authorization  requested)  for  housing  and  other  site  improvements,  such  as 
utilities,  landscaping,  streets,  sidewalks,  etc.,  and  offsite  utilities  and  roads. 

3  22,405  units;  estimated  cost  of  housing  and  other  site  improvements,  such  as  utilities,  landscaping, 
streets,  sidewalks,  etc.  ($16,200  per  unit)  and  offsite  utilities  and  roads,  site  acquisition  and/or  preparation 
($800  per  unit). 

3  3,444  units;  estimated  cost  of  housing  and  other  related  site  improvements  as  above  ($15,000  per  unit 
in  United  Kingdom,  an  average  of  $20,000  per  unit  elsewhere);  excludes  cost  of  community  facility  buildings 
(hospitals,  schools,  etc.),  for  which  authorization  requested,  because  these  are  not  strictly  housing. 

6  Recovered  from  forfeited  quarters  and  station  allowances  in  less  than  26  years,  8  months.  Appropriated 
funds  units  (461)  and  Capehart  units  (22,405)  require  forfeiture  of  quarters  allowances  which  average  about 
$90  per  month.  Surplus  commodity  units  (2,694)  require  forfeiture  of  both  quarters  and  station  allowances 
which  together  average  about  $120  per  month;  of  this  amount,  however,  about  $50  must  be  paid  for  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  expenses,  so  that  only  $70  per  month  is  available  for  amortization. 

9  Initial  cost  plus  $7,268,790  as  cost  of  Treasury  borrowing  (4  percent  over  25-year  term). 

i  Initial  cost  plus  $265,969,755  as  cost  of  financing  and  mortgage  insurance  over  25-year  term.  Interest 
on  private  mortgages,  $242,130,835  (4Jc2  percent  or  $10,807  per  unit).  Cost  of  mortgage  insurance,  $13,375,785 
(H  of  1  percent  on  declining  balances).  Cost  of  Treasury  borrowing  of  appropriated  funds  for  offsite  work, 
$10,463,135  (4  percent  or  $467  per  unit). 

*  Initial  cost  plus  $5,414,400  as  cost  of  Treasury  borrowing  (4  percent  over  25-year  term)  on  15  percent  of 
total  initial  cost  to  be  expended  from  appropriated  funds  in  lieu  of  foreign  currencies.  Foreign  currencies, 
which  comprise  75  percent  or  more  of  initial  cost,  are  considered  as  non-interest-bearing  loan  from  CCC. 


THE  CAPEHART  PROGRAM 

Under  the  Capehart  program  the  Federal  Housing  Administration 
insured  mortgage  covers  all  onsite  costs,  within  the  project  boundaries. 
Appropriated  funds  are  used  to  cover  site  acquisition,  where  necessary, 
utility  connections  to  the  site,  and,  in  a  few  exceptional  instances, 
rough  site  preparation.  The  maximum  average  unit  cost  per  project 
cannot  exceed  $16,500  from  mortgage  proceeds,  and  $1,500  from  appro¬ 
priated  funds.  Of  the  72,713  Capehart  units  completed  or  under 
contract  on  April  20,  1959,  the  average  mortgage  was  $15,526  and  the 
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average  appropriated  funds  expenditure  was  $794,  for  a  total  average 
unit  cost  of  $16,320.  The  Defense  Department  recognizes  that  the 
interest  charges  under  the  Capehart  program  are  somewhat  higher 
than  the  cost  of  long-term  direct  Treasury  borrowing,  but  contends 
that  the  size  of  the  housing  program,  together  with  competition  with 
priority  military  items  for  available  funds,  has  precluded  a  large-scale 
use  of  direct  appropriations  for  military  family  housing. 

A  more  detailed  picture  of  progress  under  the  Capehart  program  is 
as  follows: 

Summary  of  Development,  Progress,  and  Cost  of  Military  Family  Housing 
Under  the  Capehart  Program,  as  of  Apr.  20,  1959 

Development  and  progress 


Stage  of  development 

Army 

Navy 

Air  Force 

Total,  all 
services 

Project 

Units 

Project 

Units 

Project 

Units 

Project 

Units 

Total  authorized  _ _ _ 

99 

27, 075 

29 

11,318 

113 

52,  974 

241 

91, 367 

Completed _ _ _ 

40 

10, 732 

4 

975 

19 

11, 360 

63 

23,067 

Under  construction  1  _ _ 

35 

1 1,  823 

12 

6,824 

68 

30,  999 

115 

49, 646 

Advertised _ 

16 

4, 034 

11 

3,442 

14 

6,  934 

41 

14,410 

In  process  2 _ _ _ 

8 

486 

2 

77 

12 

3,  681 

22 

4,244 

1  Includes  5,557  completed  units  in  partially  completed  projects. 

2  Includes  some  units  which  may  not  be  developed  at  locations  authorized,  but  which  may  be  reprogramed 
to  other  locations  or  canceled. 


Cost 


Army 

Navy 

Air  Force 

Total 

Total  cost  of  units  completed  and  under  con¬ 
struction  1 _ _ 

$372, 097,  686 
16, 498 
351, 468,  752 
15,583 
172.  523,276 
178,  945, 476 
20. 628, 934 
915 

$126,875,382 
16, 268 
122,  547,  662 
15,  713 
91,  600,910 
30,  946,  752 
4,  327,  720 
555 

$687,  752,  082 
16, 236 
654,  944,  239 
15,  462 
450,  834,  041 
204, 110, 198 
32, 807, 843 
774 

$1, 186, 725,  150 
16,  320 
1. 128, 960, 653 
15,  526 
714,  958, 227 
414,  002,  426 
57,  764, 497 
794 

Mortgage  proceeds _ _ _ 

FNMA _ _ _ 

Appropriated  funds _  .. 

1  Initial  contract  amounts  for  privately  financed  projects  under  construction  and  current  contract  amounts 
for  projects  financed  by  F.YMA. 


THE  SURPLUS  COMMODITY  PROGRAM 

In  order  to  meet  requirements  for  family  housing  in  foreign  countries 
with  a  minimum  expenditure  of  appropriated  funds,  the  Department 
of  Defense  was  authorized  by  section  407  of  Public  Law  765,  83d  Con¬ 
gress,  to  construct  housing  of  a  total  value  not  to  exceed  $25  million, 
utilizing  foreign  currencies  obtained  from  the  sale  of  surplus  commod¬ 
ities  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress.  Subsequent 
amendments  increased  the  total  amount  of  the  authorization  to  $250 
million,  obligated  the  Department  of  Defense  to  repay  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  from  quarters  allowances  withheld  from  occupants 
of  such  housing,  and  authorized  expenditure  of  a  maximum  of  25  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  cost  of  a  project  from  appropriated  funds. 

It  has  been  the  policy  of  the  DOD  to  first  explore  the  use  of  the 
surplus  commodity  program  in  meeting  needs  for  housing  in  foreign 
countries,  because  exports  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  are 
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stimulated  and  dollar  costs  are  held  to  a  minimum.  This  program 
has  to  date  produced  in  excess  of  8,000  units  of  housing  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  Spain,  France,  Japan,  and  Italy.  Additional  construction 
is  planned  in  the  United  Kingdom,  Spain,  Italy,  France,  the  Azores, 
the  Philippines,  Bermuda,  Iceland,  and  various  classified  locations, 
depending  on  the  availability  of  foreign  currencies.  The  Department 
of  Defense  is  requesting  fiscal  year  1960  authorization  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  3,444  units  in  England,  France,  and  various  classified  locations. 

A  table  indicating  the  numbers  of  units  completed,  under  contract, 
and  in  the  current  execution  program  follows : 


Department  of  Defense,  surplus  commodity  housing  program,  cumulative  report 

(status  as  of  Mar.  SI,  1959) 


Completed  and 
occupied 

Under  contract 1 

Current  execu¬ 
tion  program 

Total 

Units 

Costs  3 

Units 

Costs  3 

Units 

Costs  3 

Units 

Costs 3 

United  Kingdom _ 

1,509 

$15, 130 

822 

$11,015 
7,187 
10, 392 
50, 000 
3,602 

854 

$11, 443 

3, 185 
493 

3  $37, 588 
7, 187 
•33, 832 
58,000 
3,602 
4,000 

Italy _ _ _ 

493 

Spain _ 

4 1,  582 

8,500 

552 

747 

14, 940 
8,000 

2,881 

2, 403 

400 

2,803 

140 

140 

180 

4,000 

180 

135 

2,000 

135 

2,000 
13, 773 
2, 000 
11,150 

1,277 

13, 375 

36 

398 

1,313 

50 

Iceland _ 

50 

2,000 
11, 150 

Philippines _ 

500 

500 

Total _ _ 

4,368 

37, 005 

4,446 

82,594 

2,866 

53, 533 

11,680 

173, 132 

1  Includes  certain  units  wnich  are  part  of  a  contract  but  which  are  completed  and  occupied. 

2  In  thousands  of  dollars.  Includes  as  much  as  25  percent  appropriated  funds  In  most  projects. 

3  Does  not  include  costs  of  community  facilities  which  total  approximately  $3,900,000  in  the  United  King¬ 
dom  and  $.2M.  In  Spain. 

4  1,582  units  leased  for  a  period  of  7  years. 

United  Kingdom 

Completed  projects  include  a  total  of  1,509  units.  An  additional 
822  units  are  under  construction,  and  funds  have  been  allocated  for 
another  732  units,  which  should  be  placed  under  contract  shortly. 
The  bulk  of  the  program  is  for  Air  Force  personnel,  with  a  small 
number  of  units  for  Army  and  Navy.  Community  facilities  include 
schools  and  chapels,  for  which  $3.9  million  has  been  allocated.  An 
additional  1,404  units  and  community  facilities  at  various  locations 
in  Great  Britain  have  been  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1960  authorization. 

Italy 

The  project  for  493  units  in  Italy  has  been  placed  under  contract 
and  it  is  expected  that  these  units  will  be  completed  in  the  near  future. 
A  second  increment  of  133  surplus  commodity  units  and  various  com¬ 
munity  facilities  is  planned  for  execution  in  Italy  in  fiscal  year  1960 
to  be  financed  from  the  proceeds  of  a  Public  Law  480,  title  I,  sale  of 
surplus  commodities  to  Italy. 

France 

The  initial  program  of  2,700  housing  units  at  19  locations  in  France 
was  financed  with  the  proceeds  of  a  “barter”  sale  conducted  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  under  the  authority  of  its  Charter 
Act.  The  number  of  units  was  cut  in  late  1959  owing  to  a  reduction 
of  297  units  at  Chateauroux.  An  additional  400  units  for  France 
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(298  Army  and  102  Air  Force)  were  authorized  in  fiscal  year  1959; 
part  of  the  French  francs  required  for  these  units  have  been  generated 
by  Public  Law  480  sales,  and  the  balance  is  expected  to  be  generated 
shortly.  An  additional  700  units  for  France  (400  Army  and  300  Air 
Force)  is  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1960  authorization. 

Spain 

The  total  surplus  commodity  housing  program  in  Spain  constitutes 
2,881  units.  Of  these,  1,582  units  of  rental  guarantee  housing  have 
been  inleased  for  the  Air  Force  at  Madrid,  Sevilla,  and  Zaragoza. 
Although  this  project  was  initiated  as  a  rental  guarantee  project,  it 
was  later  converted  to  a  surplus  commodity  transaction  since  a 
prepaid  lease  was  executed  for  7  years  payable  principally  in  Public 
Law  480  pesetas.  In  addition,  the  Air  Force  has  92  units  virtually 
completed,  80  units  under  construction,  465  under  design,  and  271 
units  deferred  pending  reevaluation  of  need.  With  respect  to  Navy 
projects,  334  units  at  the  Naval  Ah'  Station,  Rota  are  expected  to  be 
completed  by  December  1959.  In  addition,  46  surplus  commodity 
I  units  at  the  U.S.  Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena  are  presently  under 
construction  and  11  surplus  commodity  units  at  the  U.S.  Naval 
Magazine,  El  Ferrol  are  under  design.  An  additional  140  units  for 
7  Air  Force  aircraft  control  and  warning  stations  in  Spain  is  proposed 
for  fiscal  year  1960. 

Japan 

The  original  project  of  1,700  units  of  family  housing  to  be  built 
at  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  installations  in  Japan  was  reduced  to 
1,313  units  as  a  result  of  redeployment  of  U.S.  forces  in  Japan.  Of 
these  units,  1,277  have  been  completed  and  36  are  still  under  con¬ 
struction.  One  hundred  and  fifty-seven  additional  units,  plus  various 
community  facilities,  are  planned  during  fiscal  year  1960  to  support 
a  specialized  Army  program. 

Morocco 

The  original  plan  for  500  units  of  family  housing  for  the  Ah’  Force 
and  330  units  for  the  Navy  in  Morocco  has  been  substantially  cur¬ 
tailed  because  of  local  problems.  The  330  units  for  the  Navy  have 
been  canceled  and  the  Ah  Force  program  has  been  reduced  to  140 
units,  of  which  100  units  are  under  construction  at  Ben  Guerir  and 
1  40  units  at  Sidi  Slimane.  The  Ah  Force  program  involved  the 
purchase  of  500  prefabricated  houses  from  Austria,  paid  for  with 
Public  Law  480  schillings.  Manufacture  of  these  houses  is  virtually 
complete,  and  in  view  of  the  Moroccan  cutback,  360  of  these  prefabs 
will  be  stored  at  Trieste  for  eventual  use  at  other  locations  in  the 
Mediterranean  and  the  Near  East. 

Turkey 

The  initial  increment  of  250  units  of  family  housing  in  Turkey 
was  planned  for  execution  as  appropriated  funds  construction  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  section  301,  Public  Law  85-685. 
However,  since  erection  of  360  prefab  units  of  housing  in  Morocco 
has  been  terminated  because  of  local  problems,  it  is  now  planned  to 
utilize  the  above  appropriated  funds  authorization  to  erect  250  of 
these  units,  which  are  being  stored  in  Trieste,  at  two  locations  in 
Turkey  under  the  surplus  commodity  program.  (The  remaining  110 
units  will  be  erected  in  Crete  under  the  fiscal  year  1960  surplus  com- 

S.  Rept.  290,  86-1 - i 
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modity  program;  see  below.)  An  additional  increment  of  600  units 
of  family  housing  is  planned  for  execution  at  two  locations  in  Turkey 
during  fiscal  year  1960,  utilizing  foreign  currencies  generated  by  the 
sale  of  surplus  commodities. 

Crete 

One  hundred  and  ten  prefab  units,  which  were  obtained  originally 
for  erection  in  Morocco,  are  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1960  authoriza¬ 
tion  in  Crete  under  the  surplus  commodity  program.  These  units  all 
in  support  of  an  Air  Force  program  at  this  location. 

Azores 

The  first  increment  of  135  units  of  a  program  of  306  units  of  surplus 
commodity  housing  in  the  Azores  is  well  underway.  Design  has  been 
completed,  the  project  is  being  advertised  for  bids,  and  a  contract  is 
expected  to  be  awarded  during  July  1959.  This  project  will  be  funded 
from  the  sale  of  surplus  commodities  to  Portugal.  It  is  anticipated 
that  a  project  for  the  remaining  171  units  will  be  executed  during 
fiscal  year  1960,  financed  through  the  proceeds  of  further  Public  Law 
480  sales. 

Bermuda 

The  initial  180-unit  increment  of  a  300-unit  program  in  Bermuda 
is  presently  under  design  and  it  is  expected  that  a  contract  will  be 
awarded  in  the  very  near  future.  These  units  will  be  financed  from 
proceeds  of  a  title  I  sale  of  surplus  commodities  to  the  United  Kingdom. 

Iceland 

The  initial  increment  of  50  units  of  housing  in  Iceland  is  currently 
under  design.  These  will  be  financed  with  the  proceeds  derived  from 
the  sale  of  surplus  commodities  to  Finland  where  prefabs  will  be 
obtained,  with  the  work  of  erection  and  other  site  costs  to  be  paid 
pi’imarily  from  the  sales  of  surplus  commodities  to  Iceland. 

Philippines 

A  surplus  commodity  program  of  900  units  has  been  authorized  for 
accomplishment  in  the  Philippines.  Arrangements  for  financing  the 
first  increment  of  500  units  is  presently  being  developed  and  it  is 
anticipated  that  these  arrangements  wiil  be  concluded  during  fiscal 
year  1960.  Because  of  the  limited  pesos  which  can  be  generated 
through  title  I  sales  to  the  Philippines,  it  will  apparently  be  necessary 
to  develop  third  country  transactions  to  obtain  the  balance  of  the 
currencies  required. 

Commodities  utilized 

It  is  almost  never  possible  to  say  precisely  what  commodities  have 
gone  into  specific  housing  projects.  Generally,  a  commodity  sales 
agreement  with  a  given  country  covers  the  movement  of  a  variety 
of  commodities,  and  provides  for  a  variety  of  uses  of  the  proceeds. 
Attached  is  a  list  of  the  countries  where  surplus  commodity  funds 
have  been  obligated  for  housing  projects,  showing  in  summary  the 
commodities  sold,  the  quantity  of  each,  and  the  price  paid  by  the 
receiving  country. 
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Countries  where  surplus  commodity  housing  projects  are  programed  ( through  Dec.  31, 

1958) 


Commodities 


Reserved  for  housing:  $1,500,000. 

1.  Austria  (for  projects  in  Morocco): 

Wheat  and  flour _ 

Feed  grains _ _ 

Cotton _ _ _ _ _ 

Tobacco _ 

Fats  and  oils . . 

Fruits  (dried  and  canned) _ 

Ocean  transportation . 

Total.. . 

Reserved  for  housing:  $8,700,000. 

2.  Finland  (for  projects  in  Iceland): 

Wheat  and  flour _ 

Feed  grains _ 

Cotton _ _ _ 

Tobacco _ 

Fruit _ _ _ _ 

Ocean  transportation _ _ 

Total . . 

Reserved  for  housing:  $2,000,000. 

3.  France: 

Cotton _ 

Tobacco _ _ 

Ocean  transportation . . 

Total,  Public  Law  480  sales _ 

Reserved  for  housing:  $6,000,000. 

Cotton  (barter) _ _ 

Wheat  (barter).. _ _ 

Reserved  for  housing:  $50,000,000. 

4.  Italy: 

Wheat  and  flour _ 

Feed  grains.. . . . . 

Cotton _ 

Tobacco _ 

Fats  and  oils _ 

Poultry _ _ 

Ocean  transportation . . . 

Total _ 

Reserved  for  housing:  $12,700,000. 

5.  Japan: 

Wheat  and  flour _ 

Feed  grains _ 

Rice _ _ _ 

Cotton _ 

Tobacco _ 

Ocean  transportation _ 

Total _ _ 

Reserved  for  housing:  $24,500,000. 

6.  Pakistan: 

Wheat  and  flour.. _ _ 

Rice _ 

Cotton _ 

Tobacco _ 

Dairy  products . . . . 

Fats  and  oils _ 

Ocean  transportation _ 

Total _ 

Reserved  for  housing:  $1,700,000. 

7.  Portugal  (for  projects  in  the  Azores): 

Wheat  and  flour _ 

Ocean  transportation _ 


Quantities 


Value 


bushels.. 

_ do _ 

...bales.. 

pounds.. 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 


4, 092, 000 
11,  277, 000 
65, 800 
7,  519, 000 
19, 449, 000 
1,299.000 


( Millions ) 
$6.9 
15.3 
10.5 
4.8 
2.4 
2.0 
3.3 


43.4 


bushels.. 

_ do _ 

...bales., 
.pounds.. 
_ do _ 


6, 097, 000 
1,458,000 
49,600 
20,  802, 000 
16, 866, 000 


10.8 

2.3 

8.6 

12.3 

2.3 

2.6 


38.9 


-.  .bales. . 
pounds.  . 


162, 100 
11, 128,000 


23.1 

6.5 

.1 


29.7 


...bales.. 
bushels.  . 


373, 756 
1, 988, 156 


46.7 

3.3 


bushels. . 

_ do _ 

...  bales.  . 
pounds. . 

_ do _ 

...do _ 


896, 000 
4, 926, 000 
536, 100 
19, 304, 000 
258, 968, 000 
2, 858, 000 


1.5 

6.3 

85.5 
14.9 

38.6 

1.0 

5.3 


153.1 


_ bushels.. 

_ do _ 

.hundredweight.. 

_ bales.. 

_ pounds.. 


30, 979, 000 
11, 325, 000 
2, 142, 000 
319, 300 
9, 792, 000 


48.6 
14.4 

13.7 

52.8 
7.7 


13.3 

150.5 


_ bushels.. 

.hundredweight.. 

_ bales.. 

_ pounds.. 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 


72, 657, 000 
10, 225, 000 
174,  400 
5, 777, 000 
10,117,000 
63, 130, 000 


123.6 

65.2 

30.7 

4.8 

4.9 

10.5 

28.6 


268.3 


.bushels.. 


3, 879, 000 


6.3 


.9 

7.2 


Total 
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Countries  where  surplus  commodity  housing  projects  are  programed  ( through  Dec.  31 

1958) — Continued 


Commodities 

Quantities 

Value 

8.  Spain: 

Wheat  and  flour _ _ _ _ -bushels.. 

Feed  grains _ _ _ _ _ do - 

Cotton _ _ _ bales.. 

Tobacco _ _ _  _ _ _ pounds  . 

Dairy  products _  _ _ _  ..do - 

2, 598, 000 
11, 673, 000 
341,600 
17, 467,  000 
4, 723, 000 

1,  023,  587,  000 
66,  466, 000 
60, 822, 000 

( Millions ) 
4.5 

14.5 

59.6 

11.5 
1.0 

166.6 

16.8 

1.4 

18.5 

Meats _ _ _ _ — . . . . .  -do - 

Potatoes _ _ _ _ _ _  .--  .-  .  do _ 

Ocean  transportation _ _ 

294.4 

Reserved  for  housing:  $19,200,000. 

9.  United  Kingdom: 

Tobacco _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ .pounds  . 

Fruits . .  .  . .  .  . . do - 

Ocean  transportation _ _ _ _ _ _ 

64, 030, 000 
101,  307, 000 

38.0 

10.2 

.4 

Total _  _ _ _ 

48.6 

Reserved  for  housing:  $44,500,000. 

10.  Yugoslavia  (For  furniture  in  other  countries): 

Wheat  and  flour . .  bushels.. 

134,  993, 000 
431,  500 
336, 681, 000 
225, 000 

228.5 

64.3 

46.7 

1.8 

49.5 

Cotton _  _ _ _ bales.. 

Fats  and  oils _ _ _  _  _ _ _ pounds  . 

Dry  edible  beans. .  _  ..  . .  ...hundredweight.. 

Ocean  transportation . . . . . . 

Total _ _  .  _ _ _ 

390.8 

Reserved  for  housing:  $2,000,000. 

Grand  totals: 

Total  generated  through  commodity  sales.  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

$1, 474. 9 
172.8 

Total  reserved  for  housing _ I _ _  _ 

COMMITTEE  VIEWS  ON  THE  SURPLUS  COMMODITY  PROGRAM 

Despite  the  efforts  of  the  Defense  Department,  it  is  evident  that 
this  program  is  moving  slowly.  One  example  is  in  Great  Britain, 
where  further  construction  is  impeded  by  the  reluctance  of  the  Brit¬ 
ish  to  agree  to  additional  Public  Law  480  sales,  a  reluctance  which 
is  doubtless  related  to  the  move  of  the  pound  sterling  toward  free 
convertibility.  This  means  that  the  British  can  buy  such  commod¬ 
ities  as  they  want  on  the  world  market  without  the  necessity  for 
special  international  agreements. 

Because  of  the  limited  interest  of  the  French  in  the  Public  Law 
480  purchases,  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  jointly  developed  a  “barter”  transaction,  under 
which  $50  million  of  cotton  and  wheat  were  sold  to  third  countries 
for  various  currencies  which  were  largely  converted  into  French 
francs,  to  produce  2,403  units  of  family  housing  for  U.S.  military 
personnel  in  France.  However,  the  Defense  Department  reports 
that  further  transactions  of  this  sort  are  not  possible  under  revised 
barter  rules. 

The  committee  is  also  hopeful  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
will  revive  the  barter  program  with  the  view  that  this  program  can 
be  reopened  for  the  barter  of  surplus  agriculture  commodities  for  use 
in  construction  of  military  housing  and  related  items  overseas. 

The  curtailed  program  in  Morocco  involved  a  resourceful  use  of 
Public  Law  480  Austrian  schillings  to  buy  prefabricated  houses  in 
Austria;  and  some  of  these  are  now  scheduled  for  shipment  to  other 
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Mediterranean  and  Near  Eastern  areas.  Similarly,  the  Iceland  pro¬ 
gram  involves  use  of  Finnish  prefabs  purchased  with  Public  Law  480 
finnmarks.  The  Defense  Department  plans  to  continue  use  of  Aus¬ 
trian  and  Finnish  prefabs  to  the  extent  of  the  availability  of  schillings 
and  finnmarks,  and  within  the  limits  of  practicality.  For  example, 
if  the  proper  specifications  can  be  met,  and  agreements  obtained  from 
the  various  governments  involved,  the  Department  plans  to  use 
prefabs  in  the  Philippines,  supplemented  by  “third  country” 
currencies,  pesos,  and  dollars. 

The  committee  appreciates  the  increasing  complexities  involved  in 
some  of  the  surplus  commodity  housing  programs,  but  expects  the 
Defense  Department  to  continue  to  exhaust  every  possibility  in  this 
field,  prior  to  resorting  to  alternative  programs. 

THE  RENTAL  GUARANTEE  PROGRAM 

This  program  was  first  authorized  by  section  302  of  Public  Law  534, 
82d  Congress,  and  since  July  1953,  produced  a  total  of  7,120  units  in 
foreign  countries:  4,838  units  in  France,  700  units  in  Morocco,  and 
1,582  units  in  Spain  (later  transferred  to  the  surplus  commodity  pro¬ 
gram)  .  The  rental  guaranty  program  provides  foreign  builders  with 
guaranties  of  95  percent  of  a  stipulated  rent  schedule  for  a  specific 
term  of  years,  as  an  inducement  to  build  and  make  available  to  U.S. 
military  families  acceptable  housing  at  acceptable  locations.  The 
guaranteed  rents  averaged  from  $105  to  $121  per  month  for  periods 
from  5  to  7  years  in  France,  and  $110  per  month  for  10  years  in 
Morocco. 

The  Department  of  Defense  supports  continued  use  of  the  rental 
guarantee  program  in  areas  where  there  is  a  highly  developed  local 
economy,  and  where  the  long-range  stay  of  U.S.  forces  may  be  un¬ 
certain.  Rents  are  paid  by  the  individual  occupants  for  housing 
allowances  received.  To  date,  the  guaranty  liabilities  actually  in¬ 
curred  by  the  United  States  have  been  relatively  small  ($486,000). 
A  tabulation  of  the  salient  information  on  this  program,  projected 
through  May  1959,  is  as  follows: 
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It  will  be  noted  that  the  bulk  of  the  rental  guarantee  housing  was 
built  in  France.  There  it  lias  produced  units  which  are  small  and 
relatively  austere;  but  the  committee  is  informed  that  they  are  gener¬ 
ally  far  superior  to  anything  available  on  the  local  economy.  The 
program  has  provided  sound,  adequate  shelter  for  thousands  of 
American  families. 

The  Defense  Department  proposes  to  use  this  program  in  areas 
where  the  surplus  commodity  program  will  not  work,  and  has  cited 
as  examples  Great  Britain,  where  the  commodity  program  is  slowing 
down  (as  noted  above),  and  Germany,  where  the  deutsc.he  mark  is  so 
strong  that  the  Government  has  virtually  no  interest  in  international 
agricultural  sales  agreements.  Several  thousand  units  are  urgently 
needed  in  Germany,  and  it  is  believed  that  local  interests  would  build 
them  on  the  basis  of  a  short-term  (5-year)  guarantee. 

The  Defense  Department  requested  not  only  that  the  $100  million 
rental  guarantee  authoriza  tion  continue  to  be  exempted  from  recission, 
but  also  that  rental  guarantee  projects  be  included,  with  leased  housing 
at  tactical  sites  and  Wherry  acquisitions,  in  the  exemptions  from  the 
requirement  for  line  item  authorization  in  an  annual  MCA  act.  The 
Department  pointed  out  that  these  projects  are  built  with  foreign 
capital,  are  maintained  and  operated  by  foreign  owners,  and  (except 
for  the  housing  allowances  which  would  be  payable  in  any  event) 
represent  no  cost  to  the  United  States,  unless  occupancy  falls  below  the 
guaranteed  level.  It  was  stated  that  the  projects  therefore  did  not 
represent  military  construction.  The  Department  further  stated  that, 
although  first  consideration  is  given  to  the  surplus  commodity  pro¬ 
gram,  it  is  not  always  possible  to  anticipate  where  the  commodity 
program  might  fail  and  the  rental  guarantee  program  succeed,  in  view 
of  the  many  complexities  in  both.  In  requesting  an  exemption  from 
the  line  item  requirement,  the  Department  noted  that  rental  guarantee 
projects  are  always  cleared  with  the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committees  in  advance  of  execution  of  contracts,  however  there  is  no 
statutory  requirement  that  this  be  done.  In  granting  this  exemption, 
the  committee  proposes  to  place  a  limitation  on  the  number  of  such 
units  that  may  be  contracted  for  within  the  next  5  years. 

LEASED  HOUSING  AT  TACTICAL  SITES 

Public  Law  161,  84th  Congress,  approved  July  15,  1955,  contained 
authority  to  lease  1,000  units  of  private  housing  in  nearby  communities 
for  assignment  as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  stationed  at 
tactical  sites.  Actually  this  legislation  was  proposed  and  supported 
by  the  Army  and  was  intended  for  use  for  Nike  launching  sites  of  the 
Army  Air  Defense  Command  (ARADCOM).  It  was  designed  pri¬ 
marily  for  use  in  metropolitan  areas  where  housing  rents  are  apt  to 
exceed  by  a  substantial  amount  the  quarters  allowances  of  personnel 
assigned,  and  where  continued  availability  of  adequate  (with  respect 
to  price  and  proximity  to  duty  station)  housing  could  be  assured  only 
by  having  such  housing  under  lease.  Leases  are  limited  to  1-year 
terms. 

This  authority  has  been  extended  annually  so  that  it  now  runs 
through  fiscal  year  1961  and  the  number  of  units  was  increased  to 
3,000  by  Public  Law  84-968,  and  to  5,000  by  Public  Law  85-241.  As 
of  December  31,  1958,  4,850  units  were  allocated  to  the  Army,  25  to 
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the  Navy  and  125  to  the  Air  Force.  During  the  3  months  ending  on 
that  date,  the  Army  had  4,285  units  under  lease  at  a  cost  of  $1,698,465 
for  the  quarter;  recovery  in  the  form  of  quarters  allowances  forfeited 
amounted  to  $1,147,660  or  67.5  percent  of  cost.  Leases  may  not 
exceed  $150  per  month. 

This  leasing  authority  has  proven  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
Government  in  that  it  permits  requirements  for  family  housing  at 
tactical  sites  to  be  met  by  utilizing  existing  private  housing  to  the 
greatest  practicable  extent,  thereby  reducing  the  necessity  for  con¬ 
structing  military  quarters  under  appropriated  fund  or  Capehart  pro¬ 
grams.  (It  should  be  noted  that  where  there  is  no  suitable  housing 
and  where  no  housing  exists,  it  is  still  necesary  to  build  housing  under 
these  programs,  and  authority  for  575  Capehart  units  at  Nike  sites, 
as  well  as  for  80  appropriated  fund  units,  is  requested  in  S.  1086). 

Section  407  of  this  year’s  bill  would  extend  this  most  beneficial 
authority  through  fiscal  year  1962  and  would  increase  the  number  of 
units  from  5,000  to  7,500  in  order  to  permit  even  further  utilization  at 
tactical  installations  of  the  Navy  and  Air  Force  as  well  as  those  of  the 
Army. 

RENTAL  OF  INADEQUATE  QUARTERS 

Section  407  of  the  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act  of  1957 
(Public  Law  85-241,  Aug.  20,  1957)  authorized  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  make  a  determination  as  to  the  adequacy  of  public  quarters 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  armed  services  and  to  operate  such  quar¬ 
ters  found  to  be  inadequate  on  a  rental  basis.  It  required  that  rents 
be  determined  on  a  basis  of  comparability  and  that  the  difference 
between  such  rents  and  quarters  allowances  be  paid  in  cash  to  the 
military  occupants.  It  also  required  that  such  inadequate  quarters 
be  brought  up  to  acceptable  standards,  or  demolished  or  otherwise 
disposed  of  prior  to  July  1,  1960.  Subsequently,  section  516  of  Public 
Law  85-685  (Aug.  20,  1958)  extended  the  date  for  improvement  or 
deactivation  to  July  1,  1961. 

The  military  departments  have  virtually  completed  their  review  of 
potentially  inadequate  public  quarters;  of  the  more  than  71,600  units 
evaluated,  over  52,000  units  have  been  determined  to  be  adequate  and 
are  being  continued  as  public  quarters,  while  about  19,000  or  27  percent 
were  found  to  be  inadequate.  Reasons  for  inadequacy  were  (1) 
deteriorated  conditions,  (2)  structural  and  design  defects,  and  (3)  in¬ 
adequate  bathrooms,  services  or  equipment;  practically  all  of  the 
inadequate  units  were  found  to  be  deficient  under  all  three  categories. 
Of  the  19,000  units  found  to  be  inadequate,  determinations  of  action 
to  be  taken  have  been  made  for  5,572.  Of  these,  1,641  units  are  to  be 
rehabilitated  and  converted  to  permanent  public  quarters,  and  the 
remaining  3,931  units  are  to  be  demolished,  sold,  or  converted  to  other 
use.  It  is  expected  that  during  the  next  year,  determination  will  be 
made  in  regard  to  the  rehabilitation  or  demolition  of  the  remaining 
13,500  units  currently  considered  inadequate.  A  breakdown  by 
services  is  as  follows: 
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Substandard  quarters  (as  of  Oct.  81,  1958 ) 


Units  sub¬ 
ject  to  review 
for  adequacy 

Units  deter¬ 
mined  ade¬ 
quate 

Units  deter¬ 
mined  inade¬ 
quate 

Units  re¬ 
maining  to 
be  reviewed 

8,904 
18,  967 

1.647 

7, 246 

11 

14, 055 
36.784 

4, 825 

87 

Air  Force _ _  _  .  .  _ 

43, 778 

6,994 

0 

Total . . . . 

71, 649 

52, 486 

19. 065 

98 

Wherry  Acquisition 


Of  the  total  of  83,727  units  in  the  Department  of  Defense  Wherry 
program,  there  have  been  a  total  of  54,176  units  acquired  as  of  March 
31,  1959:  Army,  14,409  units;  Navy,  8,387  units;  Air  Force,  31,380 
units. 

In  addition,  the  Army  plans  to  acquire  2,443  units  and  the  Navy 
4,152  units  prior  to  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1959  for  a  grand  total  of 
60,771.  During  fiscal  year  1960  the  Army  plans  to  acquire  2,038 
units  and  the  Navy  plans  to  acquire  2,995  units.  The  Air  Force  has 
no  further  plans  to  acquire  Wherry  units.  Rehabilitation  and  modi¬ 
fication  of  acquired  Wherry  units  is  being  accomplished  as  expedi¬ 
tiously  as  possible  to  make  these  units  reasonably  comparable  to  other 
public  quarters.  Funds  for  this  work  as  well  as  for  acquisition  of 
new  projects  are  made  available  from  the  Wherry  revolving  fund 
established  for  this  purpose.  The  revolving  fund  is  replenished  from 
quarters  allowances  withheld  from  the  occupants. 

WHERRY  TAXATION 

Senate  Report  No.  1982,  July  28,  1958,  discussed  in  some  detail 
the  problems  which  were  then  being  faced  by  DOD  with  respect  to 
local  taxation  of  unacquired  Wherry  projects.  The  DOD  had  initi¬ 
ated  a  survey  of  all  Wherry  tax  problems  in  order  to  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  the  program  and  determine  the  need  for  additional 
legislative  authority. 

The  survey  mentioned  above  was  completed  and  the  following  data 
was  reported  by  the  military  departments : 


Number  of 
tax  determi¬ 
nations 

Accepted  by 
local  taxing 
authorities 

Contested  by 
local  taxing 
authorities 

19 

16 

3 

35 

21 

14 

Air  Force _ _ _ 

19 

16 

3 

Total _ _ _ 

73 

53 

20 

As  additional  Wherry  projects  were  acquired,  the  number  of 
contested  cases  has  diminished,  and  it  has  therefore  been  determined 
that  no  new  legislative  authority  is  required  in  this  area. 


s.  Rept.  296,  86-1 
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FUTURE  PLANS 

Referring  again  to  the  tabulation  of  military  family  housing  require¬ 
ments  and  assets  included  above,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  projected 
worldwide  deficit,  after  allowing  for  projects  in  the  fiscal  year  1960 
authorization,  is  on  the  order  of  300,000  units.  However,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  has  emphasized  that  this  figure  does  not  represent 
a  programing  objective.  A  large  portion  of  it  (about  175,000  units) 
represents  the  various  safety  factors  already  discussed;  and  it  is  hoped 
that  the  supply  of  adequate  private  housing  will  increase  as  time  goes 
by.  The  Defense  Department  expects  that  a  continued  program  of 
about  25,000  units  a  year  (worldwide)  for  fiscal  year  1961  and  fiscal 
year  1962  should  meet  the  most  essential  requirements. 

In  these  times  of  changing  weapons  systems  and  deployments,  the 
committee  indorses  the  concept  of  proceeding  on  the  basis  of  con¬ 
servative  annual  increments,  for  it  is  most  likely  that  some  of  the 
projects  which  have  been  deferred  for  future  programing  may  prove 
eventually  to  be  unnecessary.  In  view  of  continued  heavy  military 
expenditures  it  is  vital  to  eliminate  all  but  the  most  essential  charges. 

The  committee  notes  with  approval  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
Bryant’s  statement:  “To  a  degree,  therefore,  our  emphasis  has  shifted 
from  meeting  a  known  sizable  deficit  to  a  more  intensive  screening  of 
additional  requirements.”  At  the  same  time,  it  appears  that  emphasis 
should  also  be  given  to  establishing  uniform  procedures  for  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  growing  inventory  of  military-owned  housing,  and  to 
identifying  and  (insofar  as  practicable)  reducing  the  costs  of  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operation.  Consideration  should  be  given  in  future  pro¬ 
grams  to  planning  and  locating  marginal  projects  (i.e.,  those  which 
approach  the  top  percentages)  off  base,  with  a  view  to  maximum 
civilian  use  in  the  event  they  should  become  excess  to  military  needs. 

HOUSING  COST  COMPARISON - CAPEHART  AND  APPROPRIATED  FUND 

PROGRAMS 

In  computing  the  cost  of  Capehart  housing  (time  payment  plan), 
consideration  must  be  given  not  only  to  the  cost  of  initial  construc¬ 
tion,  but  also  to  the  cost  of  interest  and  mortgage  insurance  premiums 
over  the  25-year  amortization  term.  To  compute  the  cost  of  appro¬ 
priated  fund  housing  on  a  comparable  basis,  consideration  should  be 
given  to  the  cost  of  money  to  the  Government,  since  it  is  fair  to  assume 
that  Treasury  borrowing  would  be  increased  to  the  extent  that  author¬ 
ized  housing  is  built  with  appropriated  funds  rather  than  under  the 
time-payment  plan.  Moreover,  expenditure  of  appropriated  funds  is 
required  in  connection  with  Capehart  housing  and  the  cost  of  borrow¬ 
ing  such  funds  must  also  be  considered. 

If  we  assume  that  initial  construction  costs  were  identical  under  the 
two  programs,  then  the  total  cost  of  Capehart  housing  would  be 
greater  than  the  total  cost  of  appropriated  fund  housing  because  of  the 
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difference  in  financing  costs.  This  is  shown  in  the  following  hypo^ 
thetical  unit  comparison: 


Cost  items 

Capehart 

housing 

Appropriated 
fund  housing 

Total  development  cost _ _ _ _ _ 

$28, 871 

$27, 010 

On-site  costs  1 _ _  _ _ _ 

16, 200 
10,  807 
597 

16,200 

9,543 

0 

Mortgage  insurance  premium  3 _ 

Off-site  costs  4 .  _ I-  _ _ _ 

800 

800 

467 

467 

1  Covers  house,  including  range  and  refrigerator,  and  all  on-site  improvements,  such  as  streets,  sidewalks, 
landscaping  and  utility  distribution  systems. 

2  Computed  on  the  basis  of  300  monthly  payments  over  a  25-year  term;  rate  for  Capehart  is  4J^  percent  as 
specified  by  current  FHA  rules  and  regulations;  rate  for  appropriated  fund  is  4  percent,  the  current  cost 
of  long-term  Treasury  borrowing. 

3  Based  on  one-fourth  of  1  percent  of  declining  balances. 

4  Covers  site  acquisition  and  preparation  and  ofl-site  utilities  and  access  roads. 

3  Based  on  4  percent  rate,  the  current  cost  of  long-term  Treasury  borrowing. 

Thus,  the  additional  cost  of  a  Capehart  housing  unit  is  shown  to  be 
$1,861 — $1,264  for  interest  and  $597  for  mortgage  insurance.  Of 
course  there  are  other  minor  differences,  but  these  are  compensating 
to  some  extent  and  the  net  effect  is  not  significant  in  relation  to  the 
total  development  cost. 

Under  existing  statutory  cost  limitations  and  DOD  regulations  and 
development  procedures,  however,  a  comparison  of  construction  costs 
for  Capehart  and  appropriated  fund  housing  cannot  be  realistic. 
While  an  accurate  estimate  of  the  cost  of  a  typical  Capehart  unit 
can  be  made,  a  comparable  evaluation  cannot  be  made  under  the 
appropriated  fimd  program,  which  in  recent  years  has  been  used  only 
under  exceptional  circumstances,  such  as  where  small  projects  in  iso¬ 
lated  locations  are  required,  where  title  is  not  adequate  for  Capehart 
mortgaging,  where  housing  for  higher  rank  officers  is  needed,  and  in 
certain  overseas  areas.  Moreover,  there  are  marked  differences  in  the 
division  of  cost  segments  under  the  two  programs. 

Under  the  Capehart  program,  for  example,  the  cost  of  dwellings 
and  other  improvements,  such  as  streets,  sidewalks,  landscaping  and 
utility  distribution  systems  to  the  boundary  line  of  the  project  site, 
are  limited  by  statute  to  $16,500  per  unit  (Public  Law  84-1020,  sec. 
505);  the  costs  of  site  acquisition,  rough  site  preparation  and  off-site 
utilities  are  limited  by  statute  to  an  average  of  $1,000  per  unit  (Public 
Law  82-155,  sec.  505). 

On  the  other  hand,  under  the  appropriated  fund  program,  the  costs 
of  the  dwelling  and  utilities  to  a  line  5  feet  from  the  house  are  limited 
by  statute  from  $13,200  for  enlisted  men  to  $22,000  for  general  and 
flag  officers  (Public  Law  85-852,  sec.  610);  the  costs  of  utilities  and 
improvements  beyond  the  5-foot  line  and  rough  site  preparation  are 
not  limited  by  statute  and  sites  may  be  acquired  under  separate 
authorization  and  funding. 
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These  differences  are  shown  by  the  following  chart: 


CAPEHART  HOUSING 

Limited  to  average  of  $16,500  per  unit: 
Dwelling  costs: 

Construction 
Heating  system 
Cooling  system  (if  any) 

Range 
Refrigerator 
FIIA  commitment  fees 
Other  improvement  costs: 

Streets,  sidewalks,  curbs  and 
gutters 

Utility  distribution 
Landscaping 

Limited  to  average  of  $1,000  per  unit: 
Site  preparation  (rough) 

Off-site  utilities 
Access  roads 
Site  acquisition 


APPROPRIATED  FUND  HOUSING 

Various  limits: 1 

Dwelling  costs: 

Construction 
Heating  system 
Cooling  system  (if  any) 

Range 

Utilities  to  5-foot  line 
No  limit: 2 

Other  improvement  costs: 

Streets,  sidewalks,  curbs  and 
gutters 

Utility  distribution 
Landscaping 
Site  preparation 
Off-site  utilities 
Access  roads 

No  limit  (site  acquisition) 


1  Limits  are:  Generals  or  equivalent,  $22,000;  colonels  or  equivalent,  $19,800;  lieutenant  colonels  and 
majors  or  equivalents,  $17,600;  captains,  lieutenants  and  second  lieutenants  or  equivalents,  $15,400;  enlisted 
men,  $13,200;  in  Alaska  and  oversea  locations,  maximum  cost  per  unit  is  $40,000  with  average  cost  of  $32,000. 
Typical  distribution  of  1  general,  5  colonels;  30  lieutenantcolonels  and  majors;  164  captains,  lieutenants  and 
second  lieutenants;  and  300  enlisted  men;  in  a  500-unit  project,  costs  based  on  specified  maximums  for  the 
continental  United  States  would  average  $14,270  per  unit. 

2  These  costs  usually  approach  $3,000  per  unit  for  a  large  project,  and  run  considerably  more  for  smaller 
ones. 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE 

1.  As  previously  stated,  maximum  dependency  should  be  placed  on 
community  support  for  housing  requirements  equaling  45  to  50  per¬ 
cent.  This  may  be  judged  by  considering  local  conditions  in  light  of 
the  size  and  mission  of  the  installation  in  question.  Experience  has 
indicated  that  in  approximately  50  percent  of  all  instances,  the  com¬ 
munity  can  supply  support  to  the  extent  indicated.  In  establishing 
this  55  percent  benchmark,  the  committee  does  not  intend  that  it  be 
considered  either  a  maximum  or  minimum  criteria,  but  a  guide  for 
closer  scrutiny  when  requirements  exceed  45  to  50  percent  of  estimated 
need. 

2.  In  no  instances  should  combined  community  support  and  pro¬ 
graming  exceed  90  percent  of  estimated  requirements,  even  in  isolated 
areas. 

3.  In  absence  of  unusual  circumstances,  additional  housing  units 
should  not  be  approved  until  prior  increments  are  substantial^  com¬ 
pleted  in  order  that  the  impact  on  the  local  community  can  be 
appraised.  This  is  particularly  important  in  urban  areas. 

4.  No  approval  should  be  granted  for  housing  units  where  there  is 
doubt  about  the  continued  use  of  the  base  in  question. 

5.  Capehart  housing.— The  $16,500  limitation  per  unit  for  Capehart 
housing  should  be  considered  a  maximum  limitation  to  permit  con¬ 
struction  of  suitable  housing  in  high-cost  areas,  and  not  as  a  standard 
for  all  units.  The  committee  is  concerned  over  the  fact  that  the  cost 
per  unit  is  not  always  scaled  downward  where  construction  is  in  a 
low-cost  area,  but  rather  a  more  elaborate  house  is  built.  The  com¬ 
mittee  feels  all  units  should  be  as  comparable  as  possible  as  to  accom¬ 
modations  irrespective  of  location.  The  committee  further  desires 
that  more  care  be  taken  to  maintain  a  reasonable  balance  between 
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the  unit  (square  foot)  cost  of  housing  for  senior  grade  officers  and 
housing  for  junior  grade  officers  and  enlisted  personnel,  in  order  to 
avoid  penalizing  the  accommodations  provided  for  the  latter. 

6.  In  the  report  on  the  construction  bill  last  year  (fiscal  year  1959), 
it  was  estimated  from  facts  available  that  maintenance  and  operations 
costs  for  Capehart  housing  for  the  Department  of  Defense  as  a  whole 
would  probably  average  $75  per  month.  It  is  understood  that  for 
housing  projects  operated  by  private  industry,  $35  to  $40  per  month 
is  considered  more  than  sufficient  for  this  purpose.  The  Secretary  of 
Defense  should  give  this  matter  close  scrutiny  to  assure  that  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operating  costs  are  reduced  to  an  absolute  minimum. 

7.  The  committee  has  authorized  23,665  units  of  Capehart  housing, 
which  includes  all  such  units  approved  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  However,  the  committee  has  serious 
doubts  as  to  the  firmness  of  many  of  these  requirements.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  should  carefully  review  the  entire  program  to  assure 
that  only  essential  requirements  are  met,  with  preference  being  given 
to  requirements  in  isolated  areas. 

The  committee  therefore  desires  that  not  more  than  21,500  units 
of  Capehart  housing  authorized  in  this  bill  be  contracted  for  during 
fiscal  jmar  1960.  The  Secretaries  of  the  three  military  departments, 
or  their  designee,  shall  report  to  the  Armed  Services  Committees  of 
both  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  which  units  are 
selected  for  construction.  In  arriving  at  this  conclusion,  due  con¬ 
sideration  has  been  given  to  the  carryover  of  an  estimated  5,000  units 
which  were  authorized  in  prior  years  but  have  not  yet  been  placed 
under  contract. 

8.  Appropriated  fund  housing. — The  committee  has  long  contended 
that  it  is  more  economical  to  build  appropriated  fund  housing  than 
Capehart  units  if  such  units  are  built  on  a  comparable  basis,  using  the 
same  criteria  and  ground  rules.  As  is  clearly  indicated  above,  there 
would  be  an  ultimate  savings  of  $1,861  per  unit  in  interest  and  mort¬ 
gage  insurance  alone. 

By  simple  division  it  can  be  seen  from  the  tabulation  appearing 
earlier  in  this  report  that  the  19,301  units  of  appropriated  fund  hous¬ 
ing  built  since  July  1,  1952,  have  cost  on  an  average  of  $17,200  per 
unit  as  compared  to  $16,292  per  unit  for  Capehart.  While  it  is  recog¬ 
nized  that  appropriated  fund  housing  has  been  reserved  primarily  for 
exceptional  circumstances  such  as  for  small  projects  in  isolated  loca¬ 
tions,  it  can  also  be  seen  from  the  above  comparison  that  there  is  a 
considerable  difference  in  ground  rules  relating  to  these  units. 

The  committee  is  of  the  definite  opinion  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
should  have  the  appropriated  fund  housing  program  closely  scrutinized 
to  see  that  it  is  brought  more  closely  in  line  with  the  unit  cost  of  the 
Capehart  program.  If  additional  legislation  is  necessary  to  accom¬ 
plish  this,  the  committee  wishes  to  be  advised. 

9.  Likewise,  a  close  scrutiny  should  be  made  to  assure  that  the  same 
criteria  for  heavy  construction  is  not  applied  to  housing  construction 
which  in  effect  is  unnecessary  and  runs  up  the  cost  factors,  and  that 
the  projects  are  not  overburdened  with  overhead  charges  of  the  con¬ 
struction  agency.  In  summary,  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
in  part,  the  cost  of  appropriated  fund  housing  is  increased  due  to  ex¬ 
cessive  overhead  costs,  refinements,  and  overloading  of  criteria. 
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10.  Rental  guarantee  housing. — While  the  committee  has  not  looked 
with  favor  on  rental  guarantee  housing,  it  recognizes  that  in  some 
countries  where  the  need  is  greatest,  it  is  not  always  possible  to  arrange 
for  commodity  credit  housing  and  the  uncertainty  of  occupancy  pre¬ 
cludes  the  use  of  appropriated  fund  housing;  therefore,  it  is  necessary 
to  utilize  the  rental  guarantee  program.  At  present,  some  guarantee 
periods  run  from  5  to  10  years.  It  is  the  desire  of  the  committee 
that  no  further  contracts  be  entered  into  where  the  guarantee  period 
exceeds  5  years,  or  not  more  than  the  period  equaling  the  base  rights 
agreement,  if  for  a  lesser  period  than  5  years. 

The  committee  agrees  that  a  degree  of  administrative  flexibility  is 
necessary  in  the  development  of  nonappropriated  funds  programs  in 
foreign  countries,  but  has  some  reservations  about  the  contention 
that  rental  guaranty  projects  are  not  military  construction.  Certainly 
they  are  built  in  support  of  military  activities,  and  the  guaranty 
liability,  though  minimum  and  contingent,  would  represent  an  actual 
cost  to  the  United  States  if  the  related  activities  are  sharply  curtailed. 
Moreover,  the  requirement  for  Armed  Services  Committee  clearances  I 
is  contained  in  the  legislative  history  of  the  program,  and  not  in  any 
specific  legislative  language.  Accordingly,  in  order  to  maintain  con¬ 
gressional  control  over  what  is  built,  the  committee  has  added  to 
section  408  of  the  bill  a  proviso  limiting  the  number  of  units  that  may 
be  contracted  for  during  the  next  5  years  to  5,000. 


Keal  Estate 


A  summary  of  the  real  estate  acquisitions  proposed  in  titles  I,  II, 
and  III  of  the  bill  is  shown  in  the  following  tabulation: 


Fee  acquisi¬ 
tion  (acres) 

Fee  cost 

Easement 

acquisition 

(acres) 

Easement 

cost 

Total  cost 

Army . . . 

1, 147.  28 
1, 864. 31 

1,  663. 11 

$294, 000 
1, 085, 000 
850, 000 

0 

704. 00 
583. 47 

0 

$62, 000 
214, 000 

$294, 000 
1, 147, 000 
1, 064, 000 

Total _ 

4, 574.  70 

2, 229, 000 

1, 287. 47 

276, 000 

2, 505, 000 

1  Land  and  dollars,  in  addition  to  that  shown  above,  will  be  required  for  SAQE  and  missile  construction 
at  various  locations  where  the  exact  acreage  and  cost  have  not  yet  been  established. 


The  real  property  acreage  under  military  control  in  the  United 
States  as  of  June  30,  1958,  consists  of  the  following: 

Acres 


Fee  owned _ 

Public  domain. 
Temporary  use 

Leased _ 

Easements _ 


7,  014,  760 
16,  673,  234 
1,  151,  147 
1,  871,  640 
85,  628 


The  above  total  of  approximately  26.8  million  acres  reflects  a  decrease 
of  2  percent,  or  about  550,000  acres  less  than  reported  for  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1957. 

The  Department  of  Defense  during  the  first  cycle  of  its  real  prop¬ 
erty  review  program  (August  27,  1955  to  March  1,  1959)  has  deter¬ 
mined  as  excess  within  the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
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Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  a  total  of  531 
installations,  or  portions  thereof,  consisting  of  1,921,311  acres  of  land, 
representing  an  acquisition  cost  of  $1,005,839,000.  The  committee 
understands  that  altogether,  the  property  so  determined  and  that 
which  is  currently  being  examined  within  the  Department  of  Defense 
consists  of  6,063,000  acres  of  land  on  699  separate  installations,  which 
represent  an  acquisition  cost  of  $1,673,857,842.  Eighteen  installations 
were  transferred  to  other  military  departments  for  use  as  a  result  of 
the  review  program.  The  foregoing  compares  with  land  acquisitions 
for  fiscal  years  1956-58  and  approved  land  acquisition  expenditures 
for  fiscal  years  1958  and  1959  (to  March  1,  1959)  of  only  $102,633,157. 
This  comparison  is  proof  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  real  property 
review  program  as  it  is  administered  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Properties  and  Installations).  This  accomplishment  is  due 
in  large  part  to  coordinating  the  review  program  with  approved 
national  policies  and  objectives,  unified  long-range  military  plans, 
and  authorized  force  levels.  This  approach  insures,  insofar  as  is 
possible,  that  true  operational  requirements  are  given  priority  over 
marginal  ones  and  that  additional  facilities  are  not  acquired  for  obso¬ 
lescent  weapons  systems. 

The  committee  concedes  that  it  is  most  difficult  to  realine  our 
military  installation  complex  to  meet  requirements  during  periods  of 
rapid  technological  change.  This  is  understandable  when  it  is  recog¬ 
nized  that  a  majority  of  our  installations  were  acquired  to  meet  World 
War  II  and  prior  era  requirements.  A  result  of  this  is  that  a  number 
of  installations  have  become  obsolescent  and  because  of  physical  and 
functional  limitations  do  not  lend  themselves  to  conversion  for  new 
missions.  Whenever  it  is  feasible  and  economical,  however,  installa¬ 
tions  which  are  no  longer  required  or  which  are  not  suitable  for  as¬ 
signed  missions,  are  converted  to  other  long-range  utilization. 

The  committee  is  pleased  that,  in  order  to  insure  maximum  use 
of  existing  assets,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Properties 
and  Installations)  has  assembled  under  his  cognizance  a  pool  of  in¬ 
stallations  not  in  active  use.  This  assemblage  of  installations  is  being 
augmented  by  a  listing  of  all  outgranted  land  and  vacant  or  unpro¬ 
gramed  permanent  and  semipermanent  building  space  located  on 
active  installations.  Screening  of  this  assemblage  by  the  Office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Properties  and  Installations)  and  by 
the  military  departments  should  assure  that  existing  facilities  are 
utilized  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  in  lieu  of  new  land  acquisition 
and  new  construction.  Actually,  this  screening  process  has  been  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  Assistant  Secretary’s  office  since  1955,  through  use  of 
the  “Inventory  of  Military  Real  Property,”  however,  the  method 
described  herein  should  result  in  a  more  precise  and  thorough  process 
in  the  future. 

The  committee  is  pleased  to  note  the  results  being  obtained  in  using 
existing  facilities  in  lieu  of  new  land  acquisition  and  construction. 
Some  examples  of  these  results  are:  Existing  installations  will  be 
used  as  support  facilities  for  all  new  missile  projects  in  this  year’s 
program;  through  transfer  of  Parks  Air  Force  Base  to  the  Army  the 
latter  department  was  enabled  to  excess  Camp  Stoneman  which  not 
only  required  heavy  maintenance  costs,  but  was  located  on  extremely 
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valuable  real  estate;  Navy  use  of  Vincent  Air  Force  Base  eliminates 
the  necessity  of  constructing,  by  increments,  what  would  ultimately 
have  become  a  new  naval  air  station  at  Mojave;  Campbell  Air  Force 
Base,  Ky.,  is  being  transferred  to  the  Army,  reducing  the  Army’s 
requirement  for  airfield  and  supporting  facilities  at  Fort  Campbell; 
the  Naval  Industrial  Reserve  Aircraft  Plant,  Bronx,  N.Y.,  is  being 
utilized  by  the  Army  in  lieu  of  constructing  a  new  1,400-man  reserve 
armory;  land  at  Fort  Custer,  Mich.,  is  being  transferred  by  the  Army 
to  the  Air  Force  to  provide  a  site  for  Capehart  housing;  the  Naval 
Industrial  Reserve  Plant,  Mineola,  N.Y.,  is  being  utilized  by  the 
Navy  in  lieu  of  constructing  new  facilities  for  the  Naval  Training 
Devices  Center;  portions  of  Twin  Cities  Arsenal  at  New  Brighton, 
Minn.,  and  the  Elwood  Ordnance  Plant  at  Joliet,  Ill.,  are  being 
converted  from  conventional  ammunition  manufacturing  and  loading 
to  the  production  of  warheads  for  missiles. 

Although  each  inactive  installation  is  screened  thoroughly  as  to 
suitability  for  new  activities,  it  must  be  recognized  that  a  certain 
number  do  not  lend  themselves  to  economic  and  efficient  conversion 
and  must  be  closed  or  excessed.  In  addition,  changing  requirements 
and  new  weapons  systems  generate  a  need  for  the  acquisition  of 
additional  real  estate  for  operations  even  though  existing  installations 
are  utilized  for  support  activities.  During  fiscal  year  1960  the  length¬ 
ening  of  existing  runways  and  the  construction  of  missile  launching 
sites  will  be  the  principal  reasons  for  new  land  acquisition. 

While  the  committee  is  pleased  with  the  progress  that  has  been 
made  in  disposal  of  surplus  real  estate  and  the  utilization  of  existing 
facilities  in  lieu  of  new  land  acquisition  and  construction,  it  urges  that 
this  vital  program  be  accelerated  in  every  possible  way  to  ensure  that 
all  real  estate  holdings,  surplus  to  military  requirements,  will  be 
returned  to  the  tax  rolls  at  the  earliest  opportunity. 

CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACTS  BY  BID 

Except  under  unusual  circu instances,  all  contracts  are  being  awarded 
on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  and  during  fis¬ 
cal  year  1958,  96  percent  of  all  work  placed  under  contract  was  handled 
in  this  manner.  The  committee  is  pleased  to  advise  that  every  effort 
will  be  made  to  continue  the  practice  of  advertising  for  bids  on  the  open 
market.  Reports  on  this  important  aspect  of  our  contracting  activity 
will  continue  to  be  made  to  the  committee  semiannually,  as  outlined 
by  section  405  of  this  bill,  and  by  similar  provisions  in  previous  legis¬ 
lation.  Placement  of  contracts  by  negotiation  will  be  utilized  only 
where  such  procurement  is  in  the  interest  of  national  defense. 
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Comparative  percentage  of  competitive  bid  contracts  versus  negotiated  contracts  for  all 
Department  of  Defense  military  construction  during  the  past  5  years 


Fiscal  year: 

1954  _ 

1955  _ 

1956  _ 

1957  _ 

1958.,.. 
1959 «... 


Percentage  of  work  per¬ 
formed  by — 

Competitive- 

Negotiated 

bid  contracts 

contracts 

93 

7 

80 

i  20 

91 

9 

91 

9 

96 

4 

1  The  high  percentage  is  mainly  due  to  the  DEW  line  construction  contracts. 

2  The  data  covering  contract  awards  for  the  first  half  of  fiscal  year  1959  will  not  be  received  from  the  various 
worldwide  field  commands  until  Mar.  31,  1959.  At  that  time,  the  customary  report  on  contract  awards 
for  the  first  half  of  fiscal  year  1959  will  be  submitted  to  the  Congress,  as  required  by  sec.  506  of  Public  Law 
85-685. 


Title  I — Army 


Title  I  (Army) : 

Inside  continental  United  States _ $65,  900,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  24,  210,  000 

Classified _  _  81,  830,  000 

Emergency  construction _  10,  000,  000 


Total  new  authorization _  181,  940,  000 

Deficiency  authorization  (prior  years) _  1,  186,  000 


Total  authorization _  183,  126,  000 


SUMMARY  OF  THE  ARMY  PROGRAM 


The  Army’s  fiscal  year  1960  construction  authorization  request,  as 
originally  submitted  to  the  Congress,  totals  $231,252,000  which  was 
reduced  by  the  committee  as  indicated  above.  This  authorization  is 
to  a  great  extent  a  direct  reflection  of  the  importance  and  the  scope 
of  the  Army’s  missions  today.  The  most  important  of  the  Army’s 
tasks  include  the  maintenance  of  forces  overseas  in  support  of  our 
national  policies  and  international  commitments  with  our  allies, 
furnishing  of  surface-to-air  missile  defense  for  the  United  States  and 
our  forces  deployed  overseas,  and  provision  of  a  mobile  combat  ready 
strategic  force  here  in  the  United  States  for  rapid  reinforcement  of 
our  deployed  forces  in  time  of  need.  The  Army’s  request  within  the 
budgetary  limitations  current  for  this  fiscal  year  is  designed  to  place 
the  major  emphasis  on  those  areas  of  the  Army’s  greatest  national 
responsibility. 

Broadly,  the  Army’s  requested  authorization  can  be  separated  into 
11  major  classes  of  facilities,  including  the  classified  projects,  con¬ 
tained  in  section  102  and  the  unspecified  or  emergency  type  general 
authorization  contained  in  section  103. 


S.  Rept.  296,  86-1 
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A  summarization  of  the  authorization  requested  for  each  of  the 
subdivisions  follows: 

Program  by  categories 


[In  thousands] 


Category 

Continental 

United 

States 

Overseas 

Total 

$13, 757 
5,542 
4, 150 
3,689 
7,499 
297 
14,223 
11, 825 
204 

$6, 772 
1,302 

3, 991 

4 

340 
7, 543 
4, 168 
90 

$20,529 
6,844 
4,150 
7,680 
7,503 
637 
21, 766 
15, 993 
294 

3.  Research  and  development  and  test  facilities - 

6.  Administrative  facilities - 

7.  Housing  and  community  facilities . 

8.  Utilities  and  ground  improvements - - - 

Total  . 

61, 186 
29, 026 

24, 210 
99,330 

85.396 
128, 356 
17,500 

90,212 

123, 540 

231, 252 

Contained  within  the  1 1  categories  comprising  the  total  authoriza¬ 
tion  requested  are  facilities  supporting  certain  functional  activities 
which  represent  some  of  the  Army’s  major  missions.  Among  these 
are  the  surface-to-air  missile  program,  support  of  overseas  armies 
and  task  forces,  and  Army  aviation  activities.  The  weight  of  these 
programs,  both  in  their  relative  importance  among  the  Army’s  roles 
and  missions  as  well  as  their  proportionate  dollar  value  in  the  total 
authorization  requested,  merits  special  emphasis  in  this  report. 

Surface-to-air  missile  program,  $116, 98 f  ,000 

In  the  field  of  surface-to-air  missile  defense,  the  Army  has  been 
assigned  a  broad  and  vital  role  in  the  maintenance  of  an  effective  air 
defense  complex  which  will  protect  our  industrial  and  population 
centers,  as  well  as  our  retaliatory  forces  and  the  field  Army  Forces 
at  home  and  overseas.  To  reinforce  its  capabilities  in  this  field  and 
to  expand  them,  the  Army  has  devoted  $116,984,000  of  the  total 
authorization  requested.  A  major  portion  of  this  requirement,  $67.5 
million,  is  devoted  to  research  and  development  and  test  facilities  for 
the  NIKE-ZEUS  antiballistic  missile  defense  system  now  under 
development. 

To  combat  the  bomber  and  air-to-surface  missile  threat  the  Army 
is  making  use  of  the  three  systems  now  in  being  or  in  production. 
These  include  the  NIKE-AJAX,  the  NIKE-HERCULES,  and  the 
HAWK. 

Additionally,  there  is  now  in  process  of  development  a  third  genera¬ 
tion  member  of  the  NIKE  family  which  promises  to  be  the  most 
formidable  of  our  missile  systems  for  defense  of  our  industrial  and 
population  centers  as  well  as  our  retaliatory  forces.  This  weapon  the 
NIKE-ZEUS  is  the  only  one  active  antiballistic  missile  defense  system 
presently  under  development.  For  facilities  in  support  of  research 
development  and  test  activities  on  the  NIKE-ZEUS  program  the 
Army  is  requesting  some  $67,520,000.  This  sum  coupled  with 
$49,464,000  requested  for  construction  of  NIKE-HERCULES, 
HAWK,  and  missile  master  facilities  in  both  the  continental  United 
States  and  overseas  represents  50.6  percent  of  the  total  Army  request. 
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The  committee  has  deleted  from  this  program  some  $17  million  for 
further  expansion  of  the  NIKE-HERCULES  program  within  the 
United  States  for  reasons  indicated  earlier  in  this  report. 

Army  aviation,  $7,829,000 

This  year  as  last,  the  Army  is  making  substantial  contribution  to  the 
advancement  and  expansion  of  its  aviation  facilities.  This  field  of  the 
Army’s  activities  is  playing  an  increasingly  important  part  in  contrib¬ 
uting  to  the  Army’s  overall  capabilities.  The  new  and  lethal  missile 
systems  which  are  rapidly  becoming  the  backbone  of  the  Army’s  strik¬ 
ing  power  today  require  much  more  timely  and  far-reaching  methods 
of  target  acquisition  and  designation  than  did  the  conventional  artil¬ 
lery  of  World  War  II.  In  addition,  in  modern  warfare  enemy  forces 
are  expected  to  be  highly  mobile  and  fluid  in  their  dispersion.  Accu¬ 
rate,  up-to-the-minute  reports  on  enemy  forces  locations  are  therefore 
critical  to  the  success  of  the  field  commanders  fire  missions.  The  Army, 
within  limitations  is  developing  a  family  of  Army  aircraft  which  ful¬ 
fills  missions  of  observation;  airlift  of  troops  and  combat  supplies  in 
the  battle  zone,  communications  and  battlefield  surveillance,  and 
battlefield  casualty  evacuation.  These  missions  are  separate  and 
distinct  from  the  broader  responsibilities  of  the  Air  Force.  Addition¬ 
ally,  the  Army  is  developing  and  testing  new  forms  of  aerial  transport, 
including  such  projects  as  tilt-wing  aircraft  and  the  flying  jeep. 
Even  though  the  Army’s  aircraft  are  capable  of  operating  in  the  field 
and  continuing  their  missions  from  unimproved  facilities,  a  higher 
degree  of  training  facilities,  housing  and  airfield  facilities  are  required 
in  peacetime  to  insure  the  maximum  degree  of  combat  readiness. 
These  facilities  provide  for  efficiency  and  economy  of  maintenance  and 
operation,  as  well  as  reducing  maintenance  requirements  and  safety 
hazards. 

In  order  to  broaden  and  strengthen  its  capabilities  in  this  field,  the 
Army  is  requesting  some  $7.8  million  in  the  fiscal  year  1960  authoriza¬ 
tion  request.  This  sum  includes  facilities  for  runways,  taxiways, 
aircraft  hardstands  and  apron,  field-lighting  systems,  fueling  facilities, 
maintenance  hangars,  and  other  auxiliary  flight  facilities.  Army  in¬ 
stallations  at  which  aviation  facilities  are  requested  in  this  year’s 
construction  request  include  Fort  Belvoir,  Va.;  Redstone  Arsenal, 
Ala.;  Fort  Rucker,  Ala.;  Fort  Sill,  Okla.;  Fort  Bragg,  N.C.;  Fort  Sam 
Houston,  Tex.;  Fort  Ord,  Calif.;  and  Fort  Huachuca,  Ariz.  In 
addition,  the  Army  is  requesting  aviation  facilities  in  support  of  the 
Southern  European  Task  Force  in  Italy,  the  8th  U.S.  Army  in  Korea, 
and  at  three  Army  installations  in  Germany. 

Support  oj  overseas  armies  and  task  forces,  $35,582,000 

In  carrying  out  its  assigned  missions  overseas  the  Army  today  is 
maintaining  some  40  percent  of  its  Active  Army  Forces  in  various 
areas  of  the  world.  To  support  these  units  in  their  tasks  the  Army 
is  requesting,  exclusive  of  surface-to-air  missiles  requirements,  some 
$35.6  million  or  17.8  percent  of  its  total  request. 

The  Army’s  authorization  request  for  its  forces  overseas  includes 
six  major  geographical  or  functional  areas.  These  are: 

(a)  U.S.  European  Command,  $12,451 ,000 

The  largest  portion  of  this  overseas  request  is  devoted  to  support 
of  U.S.  Army  Forces  in  Germany.  This  total  of  $12,451,000  includes 
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$10,338,000  for  U.S.  Forces  in  Germany,  $1,973,000  for  U.S.  Forces 
in  Italy,  and  $140,000  for  training  facilities  for  U.S.  Forces  in  France. 
A  large  portion  of  facilities  required  in  Germany  is  designed  to  aug¬ 
ment  the  dependent  school  facilities  in  that  area.  A  separate  com¬ 
ment  on  this  requirement  is  furnished  elsewhere  in  this  report.  The 
remainder  of  the  facilities  requested  in  France,  Germany,  and  Italy 
include  aviation  facilities,  field  training  facilities  for  the  installations 
of  train  fire  ranges,  additional  tank  and  automotive  maintenance 
facilities,  ammunitions  storage,  basic  utility  improvements,  and  sub¬ 
stantial  additions  to  tactical  reserves  of  petroleum,  oils,  and  lubricants 
for  the  7th  U.S.  Army.  In  Italy,  where  the  Army  maintains  the 
Southern  European  Task  Force,  a  large  part  of  the  total  requirement 
of  $1,973,000  is  designed  to  improve  missile  maintenance  facilities  and 
to  augment  ammunitions  storage  facilities  necessary  for  the  support 
of  the  weapons  system  assigned  to  that  command.  Additionally,  a 
substantial  part  of  the  request  is  required  for  aviation  facilities  to 
support  the  Sky  Calvery  Battalion  assigned  as  a  supporting  unit  of 
the  U.S.  Army  Missile  Command. 

C b )  Korea ,  $5,372,000 

In  Korea  where  the  Army  maintains  forces  in  support  of  its  com¬ 
mitments  to  the  United  Nations  and  to  guarantee  the  independence 
of  the  Republic  of  Korea,  the  Army  is  requesting  some  $5,372,000 
in  facilities.  These  facilities  include  various  classified  facilities  re¬ 
quired  for  the  tactical  deployment  of  units  in  that  area,  additions  to 
petroleum  reserve  installations,  maintenance  and  storage  facilities, 
some  medical  and  dental  facilities  including  a  hospital  laboratory 
facility,  and  an  aircraft  maintenance  center,  plus  bachelor  officer 
quarters  with  a  total  capacity  of  150  men. 

(c)  Army  Security  Agency,  $5,573,000 

An  additional  segment  within  the  overseas  portion  of  the  Army’s 
request  is  contained  in  the  facilities  requested  to  support  operations 
of  the  Army  Security  Agency  overseas.  New  or  additional  facilities 
are  requested  for  this  agency  at  five  locations.  These  requests  include 
$3,531,000  for  installation  of  a  triservice  processing  center  in  Okinawa 
together  with  ancillary  operating  facilities  necessary  to  the  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  mission  of  the  station.  Included  among  the  facili¬ 
ties  requested  for  this  location  are  a  criservice  processing  center 
building,  an  addition  to  the  operations  building,  motor  pool  and  post 
engineer  facilities,  a  general  purpose  warehouse,  barracks  and  mess 
facilities,  and  a  headquarters  building.  At  another  Army  Security 
Agency  location  in  Asmara,  Eritrea,  $1,458,000  is  requested  to  pro¬ 
vide  enlisted  men’s  barracks  for  222  men  plus  50  sets  of  family  quar¬ 
ters  requested  for  construction  using  appropriate  funds.  Appropri¬ 
ated  funds  financing  of  the  family  housing  is  required  inasmuch  as 
the  isolated  character  of  this  location  makes  utilization  of  any  other 
type  of  funding  impracticable. 

At  location  12,  another  Army  Security  Agency  station  in  Japan,  the 
Army  is  requesting  $289,000  to  finance  the  construction  of  vehicle 
storage  sheds  and  a  headquarters  building.  At  location  321  in  Korea 
the  Army  is  requesting  $185,000  for  construction  of  an  operations 
building  and  3  enlisted  men’s  barracks.  The  5th  Army  Security 
Agency  station  for  which  facilities  are  requested  is  at  location  276 
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a  classified  installation  where  the  Army  is  requesting  $110,000  to 
provide  an  access  road  to  an  existing  airfield. 

(d)  Army  communications  systems  overseas,  $4,892,000 

Another  major  segment  of  the  Army’s  overseas  construction  request 

comprises  $4,392,000  required  to  construct  facilities  in  support  of  the 
Army’s  worldwide  communications  net.  Five  locations  are  involved 
in  this  request  including  four  locations  in  classified  areas,  and  the 
Army  Strategic  Communication  relay  station  at  Asmara,  Eritrea. 
These  facilities  are  all  designed  to  reinforce  and  strengthen  the  de¬ 
pendability  of  the  Army’s  worldwide  communications  system.  Typical 
facilities  included  in  this  request  are  enlisted  men’s  barracks  with  mess 
for  Pacific  Scatter  System  Station  No.  2,  additional  FPIS  electronic 
equipment  and  power  for  Pacific  Scatter  System  Station  No.  10,  and 
additions  to  transmitter  tape  relay  and  communications  center 
buildings  at  Aamara,  Eritrea.  The  largest  portion  of  this  segment  of 
the  Army’s  request  for  installation  of  a  new  Pacific  scatter  station  at 
location  No.  12.  This  authorization  request  is  in  the  amount  of 
$2,799,000  and  includes  a  communication  equipment  building,  a 
barracks  with  bachelor  officer  quarters  and  mess,  a  terminal  power¬ 
house,  a  utilities  system,  and  emergency  electric  powerplant  and 
vehicle  storage  facilities. 

( e )  Pacific  and  Caribbean  Commands,  $1,794,000 

In  the  Pacific  and  Caribbean  Commands  the  Army  is  requesting  a 
total  of  $1,794,000  to  permit  installation  of  the  modern  small  arms 
training  ranges,  trainfire,  at  locations  in  Panama,  Hawaii,  and  Oki¬ 
nawa.  The  only  other  construction  requested  for  these  areas  and  con¬ 
tained  within  the  total,  is  a  chapel  at  Fort  Schofield,  T.H.,  where  a 
pressing  need  exists  for  such  facility. 

(J)  Overseas  forward  depots,  $6,000,000 

The'last  major  segment  of  the  Army’s  request  for  overseas  construc¬ 
tion  is  contained  in  projects  to  support  construction  of  two  forward 
depots,  one  in  the  European  and  one  in  the  Pacific  areas.  These 
depots  for  which  authorization  is  requested  in  the  amount  of  $3  million 
each  are  designed  to  provide  the  establishment  of  two  forward  depot 
areas  prestocked  with  relatively  few  but  highly  selective  items  of 
equipment  and  strategically  located  to  provide  prompt  issue  of  supply 
in  event  of  hostilities  in  the  most  potentially  troublesome  of  the 
world’s  unsettled  areas.  The  wisdom  of  establishing  such  depots  has 
been  amply  demonstrated  during  the  last  year  in  the  case  of  the 
Lebanon  and  Taiwan  incidents. 

With  the  exception  of  the  classified  authorization  contained  in  sec¬ 
tion  102  and  $17,500,000  of  unspecified  authorization  requested  in 
section  103,  the  remainder  of  the  Army’s  request  can  best  be  distrib¬ 
uted  generally  into  nine  broad  construction  categories,  which  by  their 
titles  epitomize  the  functional  activities  for  which  the  facilities  are 
required.  Total  and  individual  dollar  values  for  these  categories  is 
contained  in  the  preceding  tabular  summary  of  the  total  authorization 
requested  by  the  Army.  A  resume  of  the  major  facility  requirements 
contained  in  these  categories  follows: 

1.  Operational  and  training  facilities,  includes  various  types  of  build¬ 
ings,  pavements,  and  ranges  required  either  in  military  operations  or 
training  of  individuals  or  units.  This  category  totals  $20,529,000, 
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distributed  $13,757,000  in  the  continental  United  States  and  $6,772,000 
overseas.  Of  this  request  $5,800,000  is  for  airfield  pavements,  taxi- 
ways,  and  airfield  hardstands  and  aprons.  Of  this  category  $3,379,000 
are  communications,  navigational  aids,  and  airfield  lighting.  The 
balance  of  the  category  is  composed  of  operational  communication  and 
training  facilities  in  support  of  the  Army’s  missions  throughout  the 
world. 

2.  Maintenance  and  'production  facilities,  includes  buildings  and 
facilities  from  maintenance  of  all  types  of  equipment  and  plant  used 
by  the  Army  including  aircraft,  missiles,  tanks,  guns,  motor  vehicles, 
electronic  devices,  and  buildings.  No  industrial  production-type  facil¬ 
ities  are  included  in  this  program.  The  total  of  facilities  requested 
in  this  category  is  $6,844,000.  Of  this  request  $5,542,000  is  within 
the  continental  United  States  and  $1,302,000  in  overseas  installations. 
Within  the  United  States  the  request  includes  $1,147,000  for  five  tank 
repair  shops  and  facilities  at  Fort  Knox,  Ky.,  three  missile  battalion 
equipment  parks  at  Fort  Sill,  Okla.,  in  the  amount  of  $748,000,  and 
three  missile  maintenance  equipment  shops  at  Fort  Sill,  Okla.,  in  the 
amount  of  $691,000.  Additionally,  the  request  contains  facilities  for 
a  special  weapons  ordnance  support  battalion  at  Fort  Sill,  two  bat¬ 
talion  motor  repair  shops  at  Fort  Bragg,  and  four  motor  repair  shops 
at  Fort  Benning.  Overseas  the  request  includes  maintenance  facilities 
in  support  of  7th  Army  activities  at  13  locations.  Representative 
facilities  included  are  aviation  hangar  with  shop,  a  missile  mainte¬ 
nance  building,  radio  repair  shop,  parachute  shop,  post  engineer  shops, 
a  tank  maintenance  shop,  and  various  other  maintenance  facilities. 

3.  Research,  development  and  test  facilities. — -This  includes  structures 
required  for  research  and  development  programs  of  the  Army.  The 
total  of  this  category  is  $4,150,000  and  all  of  this  construction  is  within 
the  continental  United  States.  Typical  facilities  included  within  this 
request  are  animal  breeding  buildings  at  Fort  Dietrick,  Md. ,  radar  and 
electronics  test  and  instrumentation  buildings  at  Fort  Huachuca, 
Ai'iz.,  modifications  to  a  rocket  motor  casting  line  at  Redstone  Arsenal, 
Ala.,  and  a  drone  test  facility  and  target  simulation  range  at  Fort 
Huachuca,  Ariz. 

4.  Supply  facilities. — These  are  defined  as  ammunitions  storage, 
liquid  fuel  storage,  open  and  covered  storage  areas,  and  refrigerated 
or  cold  storage  facilities.  The  total  of  the  facilities  requested  in  this 
program  is  $7,680,000.  Of  this  total  $3,689,000  is  within  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States  and  $3,991,000  is  at  overseas  installations. 
Representative  facilities  within  the  United  States  included  in  this 
request  are  special  weapons  support  facilities  at  Letterkenney  Ord¬ 
nance  Depot,  Pa.,  and  Savanna  Ordnance  Depot,  Ill.,  supply  and 
storage  buildings  at  Fort  Bliss,  Tex.,  Fort  Rucker,  Ala.,  Fort  Ord, 
Calif.,  and  ordnance  hardstands  at  Fort  Knox,  Ky.  Overseas 
the  requested  supply  facilities  include  petroleum  tank  storage  in 
Germany  in  the  amount  of  $2  million,  ammunition  storage  facilities 
in  Germany  and  Italy  in  the  amount  of  $1,508,000,  and  cold  storage 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $287,000  in  Italy.  Additional  general 
purpose  warehouse  area  and  vehicle  storage  sheds  in  the  amount  of 
$196,000  are  requested  at  two  Army  Security  Agencies  locations 
overseas. 

5.  Hospital  and  medical  facilities. — This  category  totals  $7,503,000 
and  includes  $7,499,000  within  the  continental  United  States  and 
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$4,000  overseas.  The  principal  items  within  the  United  States  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  category  are  construction  of  150  bed  hospital  at  Fort 
Eustis,  Va.,  in  the  amount  of  $4,366,000;  air  conditioning  of  the  Fort 
Belvoir  Hospital  at  Fort  Belvoir,  Va.,  in  the  amount  of  $748,000;  and 
conversion  of  a  building  at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala.,  to  hospital  use 
in  the  amount  of  $844,000.  Authorization  for  the  construction  of 
certain  hospital  facilities  has  been  held  in  abeyance  by  the  committee 
for  lack  of  realistic  cost  estimates.  Additionally,  funds  have  been 
requested  for  the  construction  of  a  recovery  ward  at  Fitzsimons 
Hospital  at  Denver,  Colo.,  in  the  amount  of  $110,000;  alterations 
and  additions  to  a  hospital  mess  at  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Mo.,  in  the 
amount  of  $180,000;  and  construction  of  a  medical  laboratory  at 
Fort  Meade,  Md.,  in  the  amoimt  of  $1,251,000.  The  medical  proj¬ 
ect  requested  overseas  is  for  construction  of  a  dispensary  at  Army 
Security  Agency  Location  03  in  Okinawa  in  the  amount  of  $4,000. 

6.  Administrative  facilities. — This  category  comprises  those  build¬ 
ings  necessary  for  the  administration  of  companies  or  larger  units. 
The  total  of  this  category  is  $637,000,  one  of  the  smallest  amounts  of 
any  of  the  categories  included  within  the  Army’s  request.  It  repre¬ 
sents  a  commendable  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Army  to  reduce  their 
needs  for  this  type  of  facilities  to  the  minimum;  $297,000  of  this 
request  is  within  the  continental  United  States  and  $340,000  is  re¬ 
quested  for  facilities  in  overseas  areas.  The  facilities  required  within 
the  United  States  are  battalion  headquarters  and  supply  buildings 
at  Fort  Bliss,  Tex.,  conversion  of  one  additional  floor  of  the  Mart 
Building  for  the  St.  Louis  Support  Center  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.  Over¬ 
seas,  the  requested  administration  facilities  are  confined  to  two  head¬ 
quarters  buildings  required  at  Army  Security  Agency  locations  in 
Okinawa  and  Japan. 

7.  Housing  and  community  facilities.— This  includes  all  types  of 
housing,  family  quarters,  bachelor  officer  quarters,  nurses  quarters, 
enlisted  mens  barracks  and  all  types  of  community  facilities  for  morale, 
welfare,  and  recreation.  This  category  including  such  a  broad 
spectrum  of  facilities  as  it  does,  totals  $21,766,000.  Of  this  request 
$14,223,000  is  within  the  continental  United  States  and  $7,543,000  is 
requested  for  overseas  installations.  Included  within  the  total  in  the 
United  States  is  $9,045,000  for  family  housing.  The  largest  single 
segment  of  this  family  housing  request  is  for  156  units  of  family  housing 
at  the  U.S.  Military  Academy  in  the  amount  of  $5,588,000.  Addi¬ 
tionally,  $1,646,000  is  requested  for  construction  of  80  family  housing 
units  at  various  locations  within  the  United  States  in  support  of  the 
Army  Ah-  Defense  Command  tactical  installations.  Another  40  units 
of  family  housing  is  requested  for  Fort  Greely,  Alaska,  in  the  amount 
of  $1,811,000.  Overseas  the  Army  is  requesting  $1,117,000  to  provide 
4  units  of  family  housing  at  Location  4  an  Army  Security  Agency 
installation  in  Asmara,  Eritrea.  That  portion  of  the  request  devoted 
to  troop  housing  totals  $6.2  million  for  troop  housing  in  the  continental 
United  States  and  overseas.  This  sum  includes  $233,000  for  per¬ 
manent  barracks  to  accommodate  56  enlisted  women  at  Fort  Lee,  Va., 
and  $1.2  million  for  permanent  bachelor  officer  quarters  spaces  to 
accommodate  130  officers.  The  remaining  $4.8  million  will  provide 
2,109  semipermanent  barracks  spaces  and  34  semipermanent  bachelor 
officer  quarter  spaces  at  temporary  installations  in  the  continental 
United  States  and  in  overseas  areas.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  com- 
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munity  facilities,  morale,  welfare,  and  recreation  structures  represent 
a  relatively  small  proportion  of  this  request.  The  total  of  this  type 
facilities  requested  by  the  Army  is  $5,336,000  both  in  continental 
United  States  and  overseas.  Of  this  sum  only  $931,000  is  requested 
for  the  continental  United  States  with  the  bulk  of  the  request, 
$4,405,000  being  programed  for  overseas  installations  where  such 
facilities  are  notably  lacking.  Within  the  continental  United  States 
the  Army  is  requesting  a  chapel  at  Fort  Greely,  Alaska,  in  the  amount 
of  $584,000  and  a  post  office  at  Fort  Knox,  Ky.,  in  the  amount  of 
$347,000.  Overseas  the  major  portion  of  the  program,  in  excess  of 
$3  million,  is  devoted  to  extension  or  additions  to  the  Army’s  de¬ 
pendent  school  systems,  mainly  in  Germany.  In  addition  to  those 
vitally  needed  facilities  the  Army  is  requesting  a  chapel,  service  club, 
theater,  and  post  exchange  in  Okinawa  for  an  Army  Security  Agency 
installation,  a  chapel  at  Fort  Schofield,  T.H.,  and  a  fire  station  at  a 
U.S.  installation  in  Italy. 

8.  Utilities  and  ground  improvements. — The  total  of  this  request  is 
$15,993,000.  Of  this  sum,  $11,825,000  is  requested  for  installations 
within  the  United  States  and  $4,168,000  for  oversea  installations. 
This  category  is  comprised  of  such  projects  as  electric  power  facilities 
heating  plants,  sanitary  sewage  systems,  water  supply  systems,  storm 
drainage,  and  roads  and  streets.  Within  the  United  States  the  Army’s 
requesting  $1,039,000  for  extension  or  provision  of  electrical  facilities 
at  Fort  Meade,  Md.,  and  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kans.,  $4,612,000  for 
expansion  and  rehabilitation  of  heating  systems  at  Columbus  General 
Depot,  Ohio  and  the  U.S.  Military  Academy  at  West  Point,  N.Y., 
$572,000  for  the  installation  of  sewage  treatment  plants  at  the  Presidio 
of  San  Francisco,  a  storm  drainage  system  at  Fort  Bliss,  Tex.,  and 
an  incinerator  at  Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Denver,  Colo.  The 
remainder  of  the  program  request  is  for  the  installation  of  water 
systems,  roads  and  streets,  and  storm  drainage  systems  at  various 
locations  within  the  United  States.  Overseas  the  sum  of  $4,168,000 
is  divided  as  follows  $1,584,000  for  electrical  systems  at  Army  com¬ 
munications  stations  throughout  the  world  and  at  one  installation  in 
Germany;  $1,696,000  for  the  installation  of  heating  systems  at  three 
stations  in  Germany  and  one  location  for  the  Army  Security  Agency 
Overseas;  and  $888,000  for  miscellaneous  utilities,  roads,  and  streets 
at  various  locations. 

9.  Real  estate. — Acquisition  of  real  property  and  real  property  site 
improvements.  Land  acquisition  in  the  Army’s  fiscal  year  1960  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  reduced  to  the  minmum.  Aside  from  land  required  for 
antiaircraft  NIKE  installations  in  the  continental  United  States  there 
are  only  three  land  acquisition  projects  included.  Two  of  these  are  in 
the  United  States  and  one  in  Hawaii.  The  total  acreage  proposed 
to  be  acquired  by  these  projects  is  1,147  acres  at  a  cost  of  $294,000. 
The  two  projects  within  the  United  States  are  a  proposal  to  acquire 
600  acres  at  Fort  Rucker,  Ala.,  for  construction  of  a  stage  field  in  the 
amount  of  $60,000  and  a  second  project  to  acquire  487.2  acres  in  the 
amount  of  $144,000  at  Baywood,  Calif.  Overseas  the  single  land 
acquisition  project  proposed  is  that  to  acquire  60  acres  of  land  at 
Halimano,  T.H.,  in  the  amount  of  $90,000. 
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WHITE  SANDS  MISSILE  RANGE 

Within  the  Nation’s  arsenal  of  missile  ranges  is  the  White  Sands 
Missile  Range,  administered  by  the  U.S.  Army  for  use  of  all  three  of 
the  military  departments.  Formerly  known  as  the  White  Sands 
Proving  Grounds,  this  range  is  the  only  one  of  the  three  national 
missile  ranges  which  is  completely  over  land.  It  is  located  between 
El  Paso,  Tex.,  and  Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  and  encompasses  an  area 
some  40  miles  wide  by  100  miles  long.  Its  missions  include  provision 
of  facilities  and  range  support  for  research  and  development  test, 
evaluation,  and  training  firings  for  short  and  medium  range  surface-to- 
surface  missiles,  short  and  medium  range  air-to-air  missiles,  short  and 
medium  range  surface-to-air  and  air-to-surface  missiles  and  such  early 
research  and  development  portions  of  longer  range  missile  systems  as 
may  be  assigned. 

The  multiplicity  and  increasing  complexity  of  the  current  missile 
programs  within  the  three  services  demands  the  most  comprehensive 
of  long-range  planning  to  avoid  duplication  of  similar  facilities.  The 
White  Sands  Range  has  evolved  a  complex  of  flexible  general  purpose 
test  facilities  which  assure  range  capabilities  on  a  national  require¬ 
ments  pattern.  Overall  planning  and  coordination  should  insure 
maximum  joint  utilization  of  facilities  and  interrange  compatibility, 
plus  reducing  to  a  minimum  the  possible  duplication  inherent  in 
special  purpose  test  facilities. 

Examples  of  the  surface-to-surface  missiles  which  have  been  tested 
at  White  Sands  Missile  Range  are  the  LITTLE  JOHN  and  HONEST 
JOHN  rockets,  the  CORPORAL,  SERGEANT,  and  REDSTONE 
guided  missiles.  Surface-to-air  missiles  include  NIKE-AJAX,  NIKE- 
HERCULES,  and  HAWK.  - 

For  the  Air  Force,  firings  at  White  Sands  Missile  Range  include 
air-to-air  firings  and  air-to-surface  firings  with  ranges  of  less  than  100 
miles;  they  also  fire,  however,  some  surface-to-surface,  high  altitude 
test  vehicles  and  drone  and  decoy  missiles.  Representatives  of  these 
are  the  FALCON  air-to-surface  missile,  the  AEROBEE  hypersonic 
test  vehicle  and  the  MATADOR  surface-to-surface  missile. 

Navy  firings  at  White  Sands  Missile  Range  have  included  surface- 
to-air  missiles  such  as  the  TALOS,  the  high  altitude  research  vehicle, 
AEROBEE,  and  the  POGO  target. 

Some  measure  of  the  increasing  triservice  capability  and  perform¬ 
ance  of  this  national  missile  range  can  be  interpreted  from  the  volume 
of  the  test  firings  now  conducted  there  and  the  division  of  that  work- 
_load  within  the  three  services.  In  1951  when  the  Nation’s  missile 
capabilities  were  in  a  relatively  elementary  stage,  less  than  200  firings 
were  conducted  at  the  range.  During  fiscal  year  1958  this  load  had 
increased  to  approximately  2,150  and  is  forecast  to  increase  to  an  esti¬ 
mated  3,000  firings  per  year  by  1961.  Approximately  45-55  percent 
of  the  workload  is  Air  Force,  40-45  percent  Army  and  5-10  percent 
Navy. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  development  of  the  NIKE-ZEUS 
anti-ICBM  missile  by  the  Army  will  utilize  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable  the  current  assets  at  the  White  Sands  Missile  Range. 
While  the  longer  range  aspects  of  the  NIKE-ZEUS  system  will 
understandably  require  utilization  of  the  ocean  ranges,  many  other 
phases  of  the  research  and  development  of  this  weapons  system  will 
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be  evolved  and  tested  at  White  Sands  Missile  Range.  The  Army 
is  requesting  some  $4,020,000  in  the  fiscal  year  1960  military  public 
works  authorization  program  to  install  facilities  to  accomplish  this 
work. 

Title  II — Navy 


Title  II  (Navy): 

Inside  continental  United  States _  $110,  646,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  29,  550,  000 

Classified _  18,  495,  000 

Emergency  construction _  10,  000,  000 

Total  new  authorization _ 168,  691,  000 

Deficiency  authorization  (prior  years) _  640,000 

Total  authorization _  169,  331,  000 


SUMMARY  OF  NAVY  PROGRAM 

The  Navy’s  fiscal  year  1960  construction  authorization  request  as 
originally  submitted  to  the  Congress  totaled  $195,284,000,  but  was 
reduced  by  committee  action  as  indicated  above. 

Several  years  ago  the  Navy,  with  encouragement  by  this  committee, 
instituted  a  5-year  plan  for  the  development  of  its  Shore  Establish¬ 
ment.  Lone-range  planning  is  not  unique  nor  new  to  the  Navy. 
Nevertheless,  its  utilization  with  regard  to  military  construction  and 
further  refinement  with  each  new  program,  have  enabled  the  Navy 
to  procure  facilities  for  which  it  has  had  most  urgent  need. 

The  Navy’s  military  construction  is  not  a  program  per  se.  Rather, 
it  has  as  its  sole  purpose  the  support  of  other  Navy  programs.  All 
of  these  programs  and,  consequently,  military  construction,  are  re¬ 
quired  to  improve  the  combat  readiness  of  the  operating  forces  of  the 
Navy,  including  the  Marine  Corps.  In  the  committee’s  analysis  of 
the  Navy’s  military  construction  program  we  have  taken  an  objective 
approach,  and  have  examined  their  expressed  requirements  from  a 
policy  viewpoint.  This  attack  of  the  problem  has  not  stayed  the 
committee’s  close  scrutiny  of  the  details  of  each  line  item.  Testimony 
has  been  taken  on  these  and  is  on  record  in  the  transcript  of  the 
hearings. 

The  committee  has  recognized  that  many  outside  influences  affect 
military  construction.  Action  by  a  foreign  country,  or  a  combination 
of  countries,  may  create  an  unpredictable  situation  bearing  on  military 
construction.  This  is  only  one  example  of  numerous  factors  which 
may  influence  the  program.  Despite  our  acknowledgment  of  the 
effect  of  such  actions  over  which  the  Navy  has  no  control,  we  believe 
they  affect  only  details,  leaving  the  overall  pattern  of  the  Navy  plan¬ 
ning  relatively  stable. 

This  belief  is  confirmed  by  an  analysis  of  the  program.  As  orig¬ 
inally  submitted  to  the  Congress,  subject  to  subsequent  service  adjust¬ 
ments,  each  of  the  195  specific  line  items  for  the  66  stations  included 
in  the  program  supports  1  or  more  of  4  broad  objectives.  A  brief 
of  these  objectives  and  the  support  which  they  are  provided  by 
military  construction  are  outlined  in  the  following  paragraphs. 

1.  Support  oj fleet  operations,  $128,101 ,000 

The  first  major  objective  is  to  support  fleet  operations.  Included 
for  this  purpose  are  102  line  items  at  46  stations.  This  objective  has 
the  following  components: 
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(a)  Support  of  the  carrier  striking  force,  $4-1 ,706,000 

There  are  29  line  items  at  seven  station  which  support  this  sub¬ 
objective.  These  are  naval  air  stations  at  which  operational  aircraft 
are  based.  The  proposed  facilities  are  required  for  the  efficient  and 
effective  operation  of  high  performance  jet  aircraft.  Carrier  aircraft 
squadrons  are  based  ashore  on  a  rotational  basis.  This  system  has  a 
number  of  benefits,  among  which  are  the  opportunity  for  the  pilots 
and  crews  to  become  indoctrinated  in  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  new  weapons  and  equipments,  to  become  proficient  in  improved 
techniques;  to  sharpen  their  flying,  bombing,  and  gunnery  proficiency ; 
and,  in  some  cases,  to  live  ashore  with  their  families  after  prolonged 
tours  at  sea.  Stations  in  this  category  are  at  Lemoore  and  Miramar, 
Calif.,  and  at  Oceana,  Va.,  three  of  the  Navy’s  master  jet  fields;  and 
four  strategic  overseas  stations. 

( b )  Support  of  antisubmarine  warfare,  $8,804,000 

There  are  five  line  items  at  three  continental  and  two  overseas 
stations  which  support  this  subobjective.  A  major  project  in  this 
category  is  the  proposed  breakwater  at  the  Naval  Station,  Newport, 
R.I.  Construction  of  this  facility  was  planned  only  after  extensive 
study  by  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology  and  the  Navy 
showed  conclusively  it  is  an  economical  and  effective  method  of 
providing  a  safe  harbor.  By  this  means,  ships  moored  at  the  two 
new  piers  will  be  protected  from  damage  by  waves  whipped  up  during 
the  frequent  windstorms  in  the  area.  The  ships  may  then  shut  down 
their  powerplants  for  uninterrupted  performance  of  needed  mainte¬ 
nance.  The  thousands  of  man-hours  thus  saved  will  improve  the 
combat  readiness  of  these  ships,  the  principal  destroyer  force  of  the 
Atlantic  Fleet,  enabling  them  to  utilize  these  saved  hours  for  patroling 
the  seas. 

Of  the  remaining  four  line  items,  two  are  for  construction  of  facilities 
at  classified  locations  for  storage,  assembly,  and  maintenance  of  ASW 
weapons.  The  committee  has  been  apprised  of  the  full  details  of  these 
proposals.  The  other  two  line  items  are  at  naval  air  activities.  One 
is  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Md.;  the  other  is  at  an 
active  overseas  station.  Both  are  to  support  operational  aircraft 
used  for  reconnaissance  and  patrol  missions. 

(c)  Continental  air  defense,  $20,638,000 

This  category  includes  seven  line  items  at  two  important  overseas 
stations,  one  being  at  the  Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Newfoundland, 
Canada,  the  other  being  at  a  classified  location  about  which  the 
committee  has  been  fully  informed.  Both  of  them  are  so-called 
barrier  stations,  being  parts  of  the  distant  early  warning  system. 
Specifically,  the  line  items  will  provide  support  for  the  airborne  portion 
of  the  system. 

(d)  Training,  $23,015 ,000 

The  most  modern  ships  and  aircraft  and  the  most  powerful  weapons 
in  the  world  would  be  of  little  avail  to  our  country  without  the  highly 
trained  and  skilled  officers  and  enlisted  men  who  make  our  Navy 
preeminent.  Young  men  are  commissioned  or  enlisted  in  the  Navy 
or  Marine  Corps  from  all  walks  of  life,  from  our  colleges  and  high 
schools  and  from  urban  and  rural  areas  of  the  country.  They  are 
trained  in  the  various  aspects  of  naval  operations,  from  the  elements 
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of  seamanship  to  the  complex  science  of  naval  warfare.  Personnel 
who  operate  and  maintain  the  equipment  and  weapons  employed  by 
a  modern  navy  first  gain  knowledge  and  skills  at  training  centers 
ashore. 

To  provide  new  facilities  for  this  purpose  or  to  modernize  wornout 
existing  facilities,  there  are  included  in  this  program  36  line  items  at 
10  of  the  training  stations.  For  example,  facilities  are  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  at  the  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Conn.,  where  crews  will 
receive  team  training  in  the  operation  of  nuclear-powered  submarines. 
Projects  are  in  the  program  for  the  naval  auxiliary  air  stations  at 
Meridian,  Miss.,  and  Whiting  Field,  Fla.  Here,  at  these  two  sta¬ 
tions,  aviation  cadets  will  receive  basic  training  in  the  T2J,  the  jet 
trainer  aircraft  which  will  be  introduced  into  the  Navy  training  sys¬ 
tem  in  the  near  future.  Another  major  project  will  provide  for  re¬ 
placement  of  deteriorated  barracks  at  the  Naval  Training  Center, 
Great  Lakes,  Ill.  The  new  barracks  will  give  adequate  living  and 
studying  space  for  naval  recruits  who  will  be  gaining  their  first  im¬ 
pression  of  the  Navy  in  this  environment.  Additional  facilities  will 
be  built  at  the  Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  P.R.  This  is  the 
Navy’s  “east  coast”  training  station  where  the  fleet  engages  in  guided 
missile  operational  training. 

(e)  Logistics,  $28 ,938 ,000 

This  category  embraces  the  broad  field  of  support  of  the  fleet, 
including  the  furnishing  of  supplies  and  services.  There  are  25  line 
items  at  22  stations  included  in  the  program  for  this  purpose.  One 
of  these  line  items  will  provide  facilities  at  the  Naval  Supply  Center, 
Pearl  Harbor,  T.H.,  for  the  underground  storage  of  aviation  fuel. 
Other  projects  are  at  the  Naval  Shipyards,  Portsmouth,  N.H.;  Boston, 
Mass.;  and  at  Brooklyn,  N.Y.,  where  repair  and  replacement  work 
will  be  done  on  existing  facilities  in  order  that  naval  ships  may  be 
drydocked  for  maintenance  and  overhaul,  or,  in  the  case  of  the  Ports¬ 
mouth  yard,  where  new,  nuclear-powered  submarines  may  be  built 
and  moored.  Other  projects  in  this  group  are  to  provide  facilities 
at  a  number  of  important  communication  stations,  including  Norfolk, 
Va.;  Winter  Harbor,  Maine;  Okinawa;  and  Londonderry,  North 
Ireland. 

2.  Support  of  air  and  ground  forces  of  Marine  Corps,  $8,380,000 

The  second  major  objective  is  to  support  ah'  and  ground  forces  of 
the  Marine  Corps.  The  program  includes  18  line  items  at  eight  sta¬ 
tions  in  support  of  this  objective.  A  single  line  item  at  each  of  three 
ah'  stations  will  provide  facilities  needed  to  furnish  breathing  oxygen 
to  the  Marine  aviators  operating  from  these  fields  at  Beaufort,  S.C.; 
El  Toro,  Calif.;  and  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu.  Another  of  the  stations 
providing  support  of  the  air  forces  of  the  Marines  is  at  Yuma,  Ariz. 
This  former  Air  Force  base,  built  during  World  War  II  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  lighter,  propeller-driven  aircraft,  is  to  be  repaired  and  modern¬ 
ized  for  safe  operation  of  the  heavier  and  faster,  high-performance  jet 
aircraft.  Facilities  being  provided  for  support  of  the  Marine  Corps 
ground  forces  are  at  three  Marine  Corps  bases.  A  line  item  is  included 
for  improving  the  water  supply  system  in  the  Yermo  area  at  the 
Barstow,  Calif.,  supply  center.  In  addition,  an  atomic  assembly  and 
checkout  structure,  together  with  attendant  magazines,  are  to  be 
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provided  at  the  Marine  Corps  bases  at  Camp  Lejune,  N.C.,  and  at 
Twentynine  Palms,  Calif. 

8.  Support  of  guided  missile  program,  $84,466,000 

The  third  major  objective  is  to  support  the  guided  missile  program. 
This  objective  has  two  parts.  The  first  part  relates  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Pacific  missile  range.  Last  year,  the  first  increment  of 
construction  was  authorized  for  approximately  $14  million.  The 
second  increment  is  for  47  line  items  totaling  $30,050,000.  The 
project  will  provide  for  construction  of  various  facilities  at  the  head¬ 
quarters  at  Point  Mugu,  Calif.;  at  Point  Arguello,  Calif.,  the  naval 
missile  facility;  and  at  various  Pacific  islands  from  San  Nicolas  Island, 
approximately  60  miles  off  the  California  coast  to  Wake  Island, 
approximately  5,000  miles  westward.  Further  discussion  of  the 
Pacific  missile  range  is  contained  elsewhere  in  this  report. 

The  second  part  of  this  objective  relates  to  the  POLARIS  weapon 
system.  Nine  line  items  at  three  stations  in  this  program  are  required 
for  POLARIS  support.  Two  of  the  line  items  will  provide  facilities 
at  two  classified  locations  for  direct  support  of  the  accelerated  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  POLARIS  fleet  ballistic  missile.  Another  classified 
facility  is  at  the  Submarine  School,  New  London,  Conn.  The 
remaining  line  items  will  provide  communication  facilities  in  Maine  to 
be  utilized  in  the  overall  POLARIS  weapon  system. 

4 ■  Support  of  research  and  development  of  the  Navy,  $9,022,000 

The  final  major  objective  is  to  support  research  and  development  of 
the  Navy.  Nineteen  line  items  at  eight  stations  are  included  in  the 
program  for  support  of  this  objective.  Among  these  are  line  items  at 
the  David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Md.,  to  provide  facilities 
needed  in  the  study  of  acoustics,  leading  to  the  reduction  of  noises  in 
nuclear-powered  submarines  and  other  Navy  ships;  at  the  Naval  Air 
Materiel  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  where  a  line  item  is  to  be  provided 
for  research  in  the  field  of  aircraft  catapult  and  arrest  components. 
A  line  item  is  also  proposed  for  the  Naval  Ah-  Station,  Patuxent 
River,  Md.,  to  install  an  arresting  gear  test  facility.  This  facility 
is  to  utilize  recently  developed  gear  in  order  to  test  the  capability  of 
new  carrier  aircraft  to  withstand  the  stress  and  strain  of  abrupt 
deceleration.  A  major  project  in  this  group  is  for  the  development  of 
base  facilities  at  the  isolated  Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar 
Grove,  W.  Va.  This  will  furnish  living  and  working  accommodations 
for  the  scientific  and  technical  personnel  assigned  to  this  activity  to 
operate  the  unique  communication  research  facility  now  under  con¬ 
struction. 

PACIFIC  MISSILE  RANGE 

The  Navy’s  program  includes  a  project  of  47  various  line  items  for 
the  second  increment  of  construction  of  the  Pacific  Missile  Range. 
The  first  increment  for  development  of  the  PMR  was  authorized 
last  year  in  the  amount  of  approximately  $14  million.  Planning  for 
the  foreseeable  future  calls  for  annual  increments  of  $30  to  $40  million 
for  the  next  5  or  6  years  for  construction  of  additional  facilities. 

The  headquarters  of  the  Pacific  Missile  Range  is  at  Point  Mugu, 
Calif.  It  is  under  the  management  of  the  Navy.  It  is  being  built  to 
augment  the  Nation’s  capability  for  fulfilling  test  and  training  require¬ 
ments  of  the  IRBM,  ICBM,  satellite  vehicles,  and  a  host  of  other 
guided  missiles  and  special  devices. 
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Each  of  the  three  national  ranges  has  unique  capabilities  which  are 
complementary. 

When  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  December  1957,  approved  the 
Navy  proposal  to  expand  the  Naval  Missile  Center,  Point  Mugu,  into 
a  national  range,  the  Pacific  Missile  Range  began.  At  that  time,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  approved  the  transfer  from  the  Army  to  the 
Navy  of  approximately  19, TOO  acres  of  land  in  the  vicinity  of  Lompoc, 
Calif.  This  is  the  southern  portion,  approximately  one-third,  of  the 
former  Army  Camp  Cooke.  The  proposal  to  establish  this  national 
range  resulted  from  the  increased  emphasis  on  missile  and  satellite 
projects  during  the  past  2  years,  and  recognition  of  the  necessity  for 
adequate  national  range  resources. 

The  newly  acquired  land  was  designated  as  the  Naval  Missile 
Facility,  Point  Arguello  and,  in  June  1958,  the  Pacific  Missile  Range 
was  officially  established  as  a  national  facility  with  the  Navy  as 
executive  agent.  The  mission  is  to  provide  range  support  for  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  and  other  designated  Government  agencies  in  guided 
missile,  satellite  and  space  vehicle  research,  development,  evaluation, 
and  training  programs.  . 

In  planning  the  development  of  this  range,  the  Navy  has  reviewed 
all  firm  missile  programs,  all  available  information  on  plans  for 
satellite  and  space  vehicles  and  plans  for  the  next  10  years.  With 
this  study  as  a  basis,  a  long-range  plan  for  future  devlopment  of  the 
range  was  prepared.  It  envisages  the  establishment  of  a  complex  of 
ranges  capable  of  supporting  the  various  types  of  missiles  and  satellites 
to  be  developed.  The  complex  would  encompass  the  following  six 
ranges:  Sea  Test  Range — the  sea  areas  adjacent  to  the  west  coast 
extending  seaward  for  500  miles.  It  will  support  the  development  of 
air-to-air,  air-to-surface,  and  short  range  surface-to-surface  missiles 
and  fleet  training  with  these  missiles.  IRBM  Range — a  sector  extend¬ 
ing  westward  to  sea  from  the  Naval  Missile  Facility,  Point  Arguello, 
for  a  range  of  1,500  miles  for  IRBM  training  firings.  Polar  Orbit 
Range — to  provide  a  capability  to  launch  satellites  southward  from 
the  Naval  Missile  Facility,  Point  Arguello,  into  polar  orbit.  This 
range  is  suitable  for  this  purpose  as  no  land  mass  exists  southward  from 
this  facility.  Equatorial  Orbit  Range — to  provide  a  capability  for 
launching  satellites  eastward  from  a  yet  undetermined  island  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  equator  into  an  equatorial  orbit.  Antimissile- 
Missile  Range — to  provide  a  capability  for  launching  antimissile- 
missiles  from  some  yet  undetermined  Pacific  islands  against  ballistic 
missiles  fired  as  targets  from  the  west  coast.  In  addition,  the  range 
complex  will  include  the  Naval  Missile  Center,  Point  Mugu;  the 
Naval  Missile  Facility,  Point  Arguello;  various  Pacific  island  installa¬ 
tions,  and  instrumented  range  ships.  Vandenburg  Air  Force  Base  is 
to  the  north  and  adjacent  to  the  Naval  Missile  Facility,  Point  Arguello, 
but  is  not  a  part  of  the  Pacific  Missile  Range.  It  is  the  northern 
two-thirds  of  the  former  Army  Camp  Cooke.  It  is  an  operational  base 
under  the  Commander  in  Chief,  Strategic  Ah-  Command.  It  is  planned 
to  have  the  capability  of  launching  ICBM’s  against  enemy  targets. 
In  addition,  IRBM  and  ICBM  training  missiles  can  be  launched  from 
this  Air  Force  Base  into  impact  areas  in  the  Pacific  Missile  Range. 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


55 


Title  III — Air  Force 


Title  III  (Air  Force): 

Inside  continental  United  States _  $289,  746,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  71,  759,  000 

Classified _  443,  541,  000 

Emergency  construction _  15,  000,  000 


Total  new  authorization _  $820,  046,  000 

Deficiency  authorization  (prior  years) _  2,  343,  000 


Total  authorization _  $822,  389,  000 


SUMMARY  OF  AIR  FORCE  PROGRAM 

Military  construction  is  basic  to  all  Air  Force  programs.  In  fact, 
for  many  of  the  major  operational  programs,  it  is  the  initial  phase  in 
the  programing  and  budgetary  actions  because  of  the  long  leadtime  to 
produce  completed  usable  facilities.  In  addition,  because  of  the  na¬ 
ture  of  new  weapon  systems  and  operational  concepts,  base  facilities 
are  increasingly  an  integral  part  of  the  weapon  systems  as  in  the  case 
of  the  missile  force  and  in  the  case  of  dispersal  and  alert  for  the  bomber 
forces. 

The  bill  as  originally  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  the  Regular 
forces,  adjusted  to  reflect  changes  requested  by  the  Air  Force, 
amounted  to  $886,574,000.  This  amount  was  reduced  by  committee 
action  as  reflected  above. 

Authorizations  are  also  requested  in  the  bill  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  in  the  United  States  under  title  VIII  of  the  National 
Housing  Act,  and  family  housing  and  certain  community  facilities  at 
oversea  locations  under  the  surplus  commodity  program. 

Although  primary  emphasis  in  this  fiscal  year  1960  construction 
authorization  program  has  been  directed  to  the  satisfaction  of  opera¬ 
tional  type  requirements,  it  also  continues  at  a  slow  rate  the  programs 
for  improvement  in  personnel  facilities  and  for  replacement  of  sub¬ 
standard  facilities. 

The  Air  Force  advises  that  military  construction  program  is  care¬ 
fully  integrated  with  the  procurement,  weapons,  personnel,  and  oper¬ 
ating  programs.  The  authorization  request  has  been  developed  with 
a  realistic  consideration  of  a  required  level  of  operational  readiness, 
the  need  for  continued  modernization  of  the  forces  and  their  support¬ 
ing  base  facilities,  and  the  importance  of  maintaining  a  sound  balance 
between  immediate  and  long-term  objectives. 

According  to  the  Air  Force  the  development  of  the  program  has  been 
controlled  by  several  major  considerations.  First  is  support  of  the 
vital  immediate  and  continuing  need  to  maintain  a  capability,  with 
bases  in  being,  for  immediate  response  to  an  aggression  against  the 
United  States  or  its  allies.  This  capability  is  the  principal  factor  in 
achieving  the  deterrent  objective  of  the  Air  Force. 

Second,  is  the  establishment  of  operational  bases  throughout  the 
world  from  which  the  threats  of  limited  wars  can  successfully  be 
countered. 

Third,  is  the  integration  into  the  Air  Force  of  new  weapons  systems 
and  capabilities  for  superior  defense  posture  in  the  future.  This  must 
be  accomplished  within  available  and  foreseeable  resources,  without 
an  unacceptable  degradation  of  current  capabilities  to  deter  or  counter 
the  opposing  military  threat. 
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Fourth,  is  the  continuing  and  essential  need,  concurrently  with  the 
satisfaction  of  operational  requirements,  to  alleviate  existing  defi¬ 
ciencies  in  the  physical  plant  and  to  establish  an  adequate  standard  of 
living  for  personnel. 

Last,  is  the  relationship  of  base  facility  and  construction  require¬ 
ments  to  future  force  and  program  objectives.  It  must  be  insured 
that  facilities  constructed  are  adaptable  to  long-range  requirements 
or  that  the  planned  period  of  use  is  sufficient  to  warrant  their  con¬ 
struction. 

To  aid  implementation  of  these  construction  considerations  and  as 
part  of  overall  Air  Force  program,  force,  and  budgetary  considerations, 
a  weapon-system  approach  has  been  applied  in  the  analysis  of  require¬ 
ments  and  programs.  By  this  method,  total  costs  for  each  of  the 
various  systems  or  program  objectives  are  analyzed  in  respect  to  the 
capabilities  produced  by  the  respective  systems  or  objectives.  This 
type  of  analysis  provides  a  more  realistic  method  for  selecting  the 
most  effective  and  efficient  combination  of  forces  and  systems  attain¬ 
able  within  available  resources,  and  for  minimizing  imbalances  be¬ 
tween  weapons  and  their  supporting  components. 

Program  summary.— The  following  table  summarizes  the  Air  Force 
fiscal  year  1960  military  construction  authorization  request. 


Inside  the  United  States  (sec.  301) _  $329,  536,  000 

Outside  the  United  States  (sec.  301)... _ _  75,  997,  000 

Missiles  and  missile  detection  (sec.  302). _ _  443,  541,  000 

Unforeseen  construction  (sec.  303) _  17,  500,  000 

Total  new  projects _  866,  574,  000 

Public  Law  85-241  authorization  increase  (sec.  305).. . .  265,  000 

Public  Law  85-685  authorization  increase  (sec.  306) _ _  2,  078,  000 

Total  prior  authorization  increase. _ _  2,  343,  000 

Total  increase  in  Air  Force  authorization. _ _  868,  917,  000 


The  total  increase  in  Air  Force  authorization  proposed  for  fiscal 
year  1960  is  $868,917,000,  which  was  reduced  by  the  committee  to 
$822,389,000. 

Of  the  $866.6  million  of  new  authorization  requested  in  the  bill, 
$329,536,000  represents  projects  at  bases  inside  the  United  States  and 
$75,997,000  are  for  projects  outside  the  United  States.  In  addition, 
the  major  portion  of  the  missile  and  missile  detection  authorization  of 
$443,541,000  will  be  utilized  inside  the  United  States. 

Of  the  $76  million  shown  for  outside  the  United  States,  $5  million 
are  in  U.S.  Territories  and  possessions,  and  over  $22  million  are  for 
projects  on  the  North  American  Continent  which  directly  contribute  to 
continental  defense.  This  leaves  only  $49  million,  or  less  than  6 
percent  of  the  total  program,  for  projects  in  foreign  countries  outside 
North  America. 

Sections  305  and  306  of  the  bill  amend  2  prior  years’  authorization 
acts  to  increase  authorizations  granted  therein  for  certain  projects 
by  a  total  of  $2,343,000  to  cover  authorization  deficiencies  resulting 
from  increased  costs  and  low  initial  estimates. 
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The  request  for  new  authority  provides  for  construction  at  153 
major  installations,  of  which  104  are  inside  the  United  States  and  49 
are  outside  the  United  States.  In  addition,  the  program  provides 


testing,  and  operation  of  missiles,  and  classified  facilities  at  various 
overseas  locations. 

To  accommodate  adjustments  being  made  in  the  composition  of  the 
forces  and  in  base  deployments,  existing  bases  are  being  adapted  to  the 
extent  that  no  new  major  bases  will  be  initiated  with  fiscal  year  1960 
construction,  although  there  are  several  new  unmanned  radar  gap 
filler  sites  in  the  program. 

Major  command  summary.- — Following  is  a  summary  of  the  authori¬ 
zation  request  by  major  Air  Force  commands: 

Sec:  301: 

Inside  the  United  States: 

Air  Defense  Command _  $31,  927,  000 

Alaskan  Air  Command _  20,  881,  000 

Air  Materiel  Command _  21,  162,  000 

Air  Research  and  Development  Command _  13,  870,  000 

Air  Training  Command _  16,  328,  000 

Air  University _  2,  306,  000 

Headquarters  Command _  21,  087,  000 

Military  Air  Transport  Service _  3,  617,  000 

Strategic  Air  Command _  87,  215,  000 

Tactical  Air  Command _  14,  306,  000 

Aircraft  control  and  warning  system _  96,  837,  000 


Total,  inside  the  United  States _  329,  536,  000 


Outside  the  United  States: 

Military  Air  Transport  Service _  2,  249,  000 

Pacific  Air  Forces _ ^ _  26,  143,  000 

Strategic  Air  Command _ _  8,  679,  000 

U.S.  Air  Forces  in  Europe _ _  16,  926,  000 

U.S.  Security  Service _  4,  908,  000 

Special  facilities _ _  105,  000 

Aircraft  control  and  warning  system _  16,  987,  000 


Total,  outside  the  United  States _  75,  997,  000 


Sec.  302: 

Ballistic  missiles _  374,  085,  000 

Strategic  missiles _  10,  000,  000 

Defense  missiles _  26,  000,  000 

BMEWS _  33,  456,  000 


Total,  sec.  302 _  443,  541,  000 

Sec.  303:  Unforeseen  construction,  total _  17,  500,  000 


Total,  new  authorization _  866,  574,  000 


zation  request  by  the  major  Air  Force  program  objectives  and  weapon 
systems  which  the  construction  will  support. 


58 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


Air  Force 


Summary  by  'program  objective 


Amount 

Percent  of 
total 

$483, 928, 000 

55.8 

342,  991, 000 
33. 180,  000 

39.6 

3.8 

10, 000, 000 
69, 199, 000 

8, 309,  000 
20, 249, 000 

1.2 

7.9 

1.0 

2.3 

229, 213, 000 

26.5 

26, 874.  000 

3.1 

23, 173,  000 
33, 456,  000 
32,  548,  000 
90,  661,  000 

2.7 

3.8 

3.9 

SAGE  .  _ . . . — . . . - . . 

10.4 

10, 000,  000 
12,  501,  000 

1.2 

1.4 

25, 769, 000 

3.0 

10,  206, 000 
10, 315, 000 
5, 248, 000 

1.2 

1.2 

.6 

10,  240,  000 

1.2 

1, 032, 000 
9, 208,  000 

.1 

1.1 

117, 424, 000 

13.5 

23, 601, 000 
12,  806,  000 
7, 625,  000 
35,  797,  000 
19,  990, 000 
105,  000 

2.7 

Training  and  education _ _ _ 

1.5 

.9 

4. 1 

Move  of  Air  Force  flying  activities  from  Washington,  D.C.,  area _ 

2.3 

.01 

17,  500,  000 

2.0 

Total _ _ 

866, 574. 000 

100.0 

Construction  for  strategic  forces. — The  largest  portion  of  the  program, 
$484  million  or  over  55  percent  of  the  total  program,  provides  facilities 
in  direct  support  of  the  strategic  strike  forces.  This  total  consists  of 
facilities  for  manned  bombers  and  their  supporting  tanker  aircraft, 
ballistic  and  air-to-surface  missiles,  and  space  satellite  programs. 

Ballistic  missiles. — Over  two-thirds  of  the  facilities  requested  for 
the  strategic  forces,  or  $343  million,  are  for  ballistic  missiles.  In  the 
fiscal  year  1959  and  prior  years’  programs,  construction  was  provided 
for  research,  test,  and  training  facilities  at  various  locations  for  both 
the  intercontinental  and  intermediate  range  ballistic  missiles ;  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  first  six  operational  sites  for  the  ATLAS  ICBM;  and 
initiation  of  construction  for  hardened  operational  TITAN  ICBM 
sites. 

The  authorization  requested  in  the  fiscal  year  1960  program  will 
construct  facilities  for  additional  squadrons  of  the  ATLAS  ICBM. 
These  sites  will  be  constructed  in  a  configuration  which  provides  an 
increased  degree  of  dispersal  and  protection  and  capability  for  rapid 
launch  in  event  of  an  attack. 

The  ballistic  missile  authorization  also  provides  construction  for 
additional  TITAN  ICBM  squadrons  in  a  fully  hardened  configuration. 
In  addition,  certain  technical  support  items  will  be  provided  at 
operational  ICBM  sites  initiated  under  prior  years’  programs. 
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Also  included  in  the  ballistic  missile  amount  are  authorizations  for 
the  construction  of  test  and  prototype  launching  facilities  for  the 
MINUTEMAN  solid-propellant  ICBM. 

Satellite  -programs. — $33  million  are  requested  for  facilities  support¬ 
ing  various  satellite  programs  for  attack  warning,  reconnaissance, 
communications,  and  global  weather  surveillance.  These  facilities 
consist  of  launching  sites,  tracking  and  information  acquisition  sites, 
and  control  and  data  interpretation  centers. 

Air-to-surface  missiles. — $10  million  are  included  in  the  program  to 
construct  facilities  for  the  HOUNDDOG  and  the  QUAIL  air-to- 
surface  missiles  carried  by  the  Strategic  Air  Command  bombers  to 
provide  them  with  greater  penetration  capability.  This  amount  pro¬ 
vides  assembly,  checkout,  and  engine  test  facilities  at  15  B-52  bases 
inside  the  United  States. 

Bomber  facilities. — Fiscal  year  1957  construction  authorization  ini¬ 
tiated  a  program  of  construction  to  adapt  existing  Air  Force  bases 
for  dispersal  of  the  squadrons  of  the  SAC  heavy  bomber  force. 
Through  the  fiscal  year  1959  program,  construction  has  been  com¬ 
pleted  or  is  underway  providing  22  of  these  B-52  dispersal  bases. 
Added  to  the  11  bases  which  had  been  the  homes  for  the  original 
B-36  wings,  these  22  additional  bases  would  permit  full  dispersal  by 
squadron  of  the  then-planned  33  squadrons  or  11  wings  of  B-52’s. 

The  currently  planned  B-52  force  has  been  increased  to  14  wings 
and  additional  dispersal  bases  are  needed.  This  authorization  re¬ 
quest  proposes  the  provision  of  four  additional  B-52  dispersal  bases 
by  the  conversion  of  existing  B-47  installations  (Homestead,  Fla.; 
McCoy,  Fla.;  Larson,  Wash.;  and  Schilling,  Kans.)  and  includes  $18.2 
million  for  construction  of  facilities  for  that  purpose. 

By  adjustment  of  the  forces  and  attrition  of  B-47  units  concur¬ 
rently  with  the  increase  in  the  number  of  B-52  wings,  a  substantial 
degree  of  dispersal  also  is  being  achieved  for  the  medium  bomber 
wings.  The  bomber  force  facilities  in  this  year’s  construction  pro¬ 
gram  includes  a  third  major  increment  of  construction,  $21.5  million, 
at  Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wis.,  at  which  one  of  the  first 
operational  B-58  wings  will  be  deployed. 

The  balance  of  $29.5  million  for  bombers  principally  provides  opera¬ 
tional  types  of  facilities  at  dispersal  •  bases  previously  programed  to 
improve  the  capability  and  alert  posture  of  the  B-52  squadrons  at 
those  locations. 

SAC  tanker  facilities. — In  the  fiscal  year  1958  supplemental  and 
fiscal  year  1959  programs,  authorization  and  funds  were  provided 
for  construction  which  would  permit  the  relocation  of  KC-97  tanker 
refueling  squadrons  from  southern  bases  in  the  United  States  to  loca¬ 
tions  in  northern  areas  from  which  they  can  operate  without  delay 
in  support  of  strike  missions  by  the  B-47  medium  bombers.  Under 
those  programs  10  KC-97  squadrons  are  being  relocated  on  8  existing 
Air  Force  bases;  $6.7  million  are  requested  in  this  program  to  provide 
additional  facilities  to  increase  operational  effectiveness  of  the  KC-97’s 
at  6  bases;  $1.6  million  of  the  tanker  facilities  amount  provides  addi¬ 
tional  construction  at  1  KC-135  tanker  base. 

Strategic  sup-port. — The  balance  of  $20.2  million  for  strategic  support 
is  distributed  among  a  number  of  bases  and  consists  of  various  opera¬ 
tional  and  support  facilities  which  directly  support  the  strategic  effort 
but  are  not  associated  solely  with  a  single  strategic  system  or  objective. 
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Air  defense. — Facilities  for  air  defense,  including  both  active  defense 
and  warning  and  control  functions,  amount  to  $229.2  million;  or  26.5 
percent  of  the  total  program. 

Defense  missiles. — A  significant  package  within  this  defense  group¬ 
ing  is  that  for  the  BOMARC  missile,  amounting  to  $26.9  million. 
Construction  of  facilities  for  this  missile  was  initiated  in  the  fiscal  year 
1958  construction  program  at  four  locations.  Fiscal  year  1959  authori¬ 
zations  provided  facilities  at  10  additional  locations.  This  fiscal  year 
1960  request  includes  $26  million  to  construct  5  additional  sites  and 
$900,000  for  support  facilities  at  a  previously  programed  site. 

The  BOMARC  missile  squadrons  are  being  placed  on  or  near  exist¬ 
ing  Air  Force  or  other  military  installations,  with  the  main  base 
providing  the  major  portion  of  necessary  support  facilities,  including 
housing. 

Interceptor  facilities. — The  $23.2  million  for  interceptors  provide 
principally  operational  and  maintenance  facilities  at  a  number  of 
bases  to  improve  the  readiness  capability  and  effectiveness  of  fighter 
interceptor  aircraft.  A  major  portion  of  the  items  consists  of  shelters 
for  the  calibration  of  the  interceptor  weapons  and  shops  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  extensive  and  sensitive  armament  and  electronics 
equipment  on  the  newer  improved  types  of  Century-series  interceptor 
aircraft. 

Ballistic  missile  early  warning. — The  Soviet  advances  in  ballistic 
missiles  have  emphasized  the  need  for  a  system  to  provide  immediate 
warning  of  a  surprise  ballistic  missile  attack  against  this  country. 
This  is  essential  to  the  protection  and  response  of  our  deterrent  and 
active  defensive  forces.  The  Congress  recognized  this  urgent  need 
last  year  and  authorized  $189  million  in  the  fiscal  year  1958  supple¬ 
mental  construction  program  to  proceed  with  development  of  a 
ballistic  missile  warning  system.  Construction  of  the  system  now  is 
well  underway.  This  fiscal  year  1960  program  contains  $33.5  million 
of  additional  authorization  to  provide  the  balance  of  the  facilities 
needed  for  the  first  operational  sites. 

Aircraft  control  and  warning.- — $32.5  million  are  requested  to  provide 
for  expansion  and  improvements  in  the  radar  warning  system.  Almost 
$20  million  of  this  amount  is  for  the  provision  of  increased  electric 
power  generating  capacity  at  primary  radar  stations  in  North  America. 
This  increased  power  is  required  for  the  operation  of  new  types  of 
more  powerful  and  longer  range  radar  equipment  being  installed  in 
the  system.  Also  included  in  the  warning  and  control  package  are 
27  units  of  family  housing  at  each  of  5  radar  sites  inside  the  United 
States  where  community  housing  is  not  available  for  lease;  19  un¬ 
manned  automatic  gap  filler  sites  in  the  United  States;  and  freight 
terminals  at  several  principal  resupply  stations  on  the  DEW  line  to 
provide  logistic  support  improvements  determined  necessary  after 
experience  gained  in  the  first  year’s  operation  of  the  DEW  line. 

SAGE. — A  substantial  amount,  $90.7  million,  is  requested  for  the 
SAGE  (semiautomatic  ground  environment)  system  which  provides 
the  speed  and  accuracy  necessary  for  air  battle  analysis  and  control 
and  coordination  of  intercept  actions  with  our  defense  missiles  and 
interceptor  aircraft.  The  major  portion,  $76.3  million,  of  the  SAGE 
authorization  amount  will  be  utilized  for  the  construction  of  a  number 
of  hardened  facilities  for  the  installation  of  solid-state  (transistor) 
computers  in  super  combat  centers.  Construction  of  these  super 
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combat  centers  will  substantially  reduce  the  vulnerability  of  the 
SAGE  system  and  will  provide  much  greater  capacities  for  air  sur¬ 
veillance  and  weapons  control.  These  tremendous  improvements  in 
air  defense  capabilities  are  possible  as  the  result  of  recent  developments 
in  solid-state  electronic  elements,  or  transistors,  and  the  application 
of  transistors  to  computers,  together  with  better  computer  techniques. 
They  are  the  direct  outgrowth  of  our  research  and  development 
program  and  the  application  of  commercial  developments  to  the 
resolution  of  military  problems. 

The  balance  of  the  facilities  requested  for  the  SAGE  system  pri¬ 
marily  provides  communications  receivers  and  transmitters  and  oper¬ 
ations  buildings  additions  at  existing  radar  sites  to  tie  them  into  the 
SAGE  direction  and  control  centers. 

NORAD  headquarters. — $10  million  are  requested  to  initiate  con¬ 
struction  of  a  hardened  combat  operations  center  in  the  Colorado 
Springs,  Colo.,  area,  from  which  the  NORAD  Command  will  direct 
and  control  the  air  defense  of  the  United  States  and  Canada.  In  this 
facility,  the  NORAD  component  force  commands  will  perform  their 
various  functions  which  are  directly  related  to  tactical  operations  in 
support  of  the  NORAD  mission.  The  initial  increment  requested  in 
this  program  generally  will  provide  for  necessary  real  estate  acquisi¬ 
tion,  site  preparation,  rock  excavation,  and  utilities  and  access  roads. 
Subsequent  increments  will  complete  excavation  work  and  construct 
the  basic  operations  center  structure  and  supporting  facilities. 

Air  defense  support. — The  $12.5  million  for  air  defense  support,  as 
in  the  case  of  the  strategic  support  package  discussed  earlier,  includes 
various  types  of  facilities  related  to  more  than  one  weapon  system. 
These  projects,  generally,  consist  of  operational,  aircraft  maintenance, 
and  personnel  support  facilities,  and  include  $4.3  million  for  facilities 
needed  to  support  the  Air  Defense  Command  fighter  intercepter 
weapons  employment  center  at  Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Fla. 

Tactical  forces.- — The  program  directly  supporting  the  tactical  forces 
amounts  to  $25.8  million,  or  3  percent  of  the  total  authorization 
request;  $10.2  million  is  devoted  to  facilities  for  tactical  missiles, 
the  major  portion  of  which  will  provide  hardened  facilities  for  the 
MACE  missile  at  oversea  locations.  Other  projects  for  the  tactical 
forces  include  $10.3  million  for  operational  and  aircraft  maintenance 
facilities  in  support  of  tactical  fighter,  tanker,  and  transport  aircraft, 
and  $5.3  million  for  various  support  facilities  at  Tactical  Air  Command 
bases. 

Military  air  transport.- — Projects  for  military  air  transport  activities 
total  $10.2  million  and  consist  of  operational  and  support  facilities 
related  to  MATS  transport  aircraft  operations. 

Research,  development,  and  test. — $23.6  million  are  requested  for 
facilities  to  support  Air  Force  R.  &  D.  programs.  The  principal 
projects  include  $5.7  million  at  Arnold  Engineering  Development 
Center  to  provide  increased  capabilities  for  development  work 
associated  with  supersonic  aircraft  and  missile  engine  components 
under  such  conditions  as  orbital  speed,  and  $7.3  million  for  a  labora¬ 
tory  at  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base  for  research  in  sonic  effects 
on  flight  vehicles. 

Training  and  education. — The  training  and  education  package  of 
$12.8  million  includes  $10.8  million  for  operational,  training,  and 
support  facilities  at  bases  of  the  Air  Training  Command  and  $2  million 
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for  personnel  and  support  facilities  at  the  Air  University  at  Maxwell 
and  Gunter  Air  Force  Bases,  Ala. 

Depot  operations. — $7.6  million  are  included  in  the  program  for 
various  operational,  maintenance,  supply  and  support  facilities  at 
Air  Materiel  Command  depots  inside  the  United  States. 

Oversea  theater  forces.— Facilities  for  forces  stationed  in  oversea 
theaters  include  $15.6  million  for  classified  activities  of  the  U.S. 
security  service;  $13.8  million  for  Pacific  area  bases;  and  $6.4  million 
for  bases  in  the  European  and  Middle  East  area. 

Move  of  Air  Force  flying  activities  from  the  Washington,  D.C.  area. — 
$20  million  are  included  in  the  program  for  construction  at  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Md.,  to  provide  a  second  increment  of  facilities  needed 
by  the  Air  Force  to  implement  plans  for  phasing  Air  Force  and  Navy 
flying  activities  out  of  Anacostia  Naval  Air  Station,  Bolling  Air 
Force  Base,  and  Washington  National  Airport.  Air  Force  construc¬ 
tion  authorized  in  fiscal  year  1959  at  Andrews  provided  the  long 
leadtime  airfield  construction  plus  support  facilities  to  accommodate 
the  Air  Force  flying  activity  to  be  moved  from  Washington  National 
Airport.  The  additional  facilities  in  this  fiscal  year  1960  request  will 
accommodate  the  flying  activities  to  be  moved  from  Bolling  Air  Force 
Base. 

Unforeseen  construction. — $17.5  million  of  authorization  is  requested 
in  this  bill  for  construction  of  unforeseen  projects,  without  identifica¬ 
tion  to  specific  construction  items  or  locations.  This  authorization 
will  provide  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  authority  to  construct 
urgently  required  facilities  for  which  requirements  are  not  now  known 
or  firm  hut  which  must  be  initiated  prior  to  the  next  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  act. 

Changing  international  conditions  and  operational  concepts, 
changes  in  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  improved 
production  schedules,  and  new  or  unforeseen  research  and  development 
requirements  often  create  new  and  additional  facility  requirements  on 
which  construction  must  be  initiated  promptly  and  provided  in 
short  periods  of  time  in  order  that  the  weapons  and  systems  may  he 
effectively  utilized  at  the  earliest  possible  dates  or  by  specified 
requirement  dates. 

Unused  balances  of  this  type  of  emergency  authority  available  under 
Public  Law  85-685  will  expire  as  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  bill. 
Similarly,  any  unused  balance  under  the  emergency  authorization 
requested  in  this  bill  will  expire  on  September  30,  1960. 

Categories  of  construction. — In  the  preceding  summary  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  by  weapon  system  and  program  objectives,  each  of  the  program 
packages  discussed  includes  facilities  that  fall  under  the  various  stand¬ 
ard  construction  categories.  The  following  table  shows  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  the  authorization  request  by  major  construction  category: 


Category:  Amount 

Operational  and  training _ $651,  947,  000 

Maintenance _  59,  166,  000 

Research,  development,  and  test _  22,  146,  000 

Supply -  13,  924,  000 

Hospital  and  medical _  17,  488,  000 

Administrative _  3,  802,  000 

Housing  and  community _  33,  682,  000 

Utilities  and  ground  improvements _  46,  270,  000 

Real  estate _  649,  000 

Unforeseen  construction _  17,  500,  000 


Total _ _ _ _ $866,574,000 
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Over  two-thirds  of  the  operational  and  training  category  which 
represents  about  75  percent  of  the  total  program,  is  composed  of 
missile  and  satellite  facilities. 

Hospital  and  medical. — The  hospital  and  medical  facilities  category 
of  $17.5  million  consists  of  four  hospitals,  five  dispensaries,  and  an 
outpatient  facility.  The  hospitals,  which  are  the  predominant  portion 
of  this  category,  include  a  new  hospital  at  Clinton  County  Air  Force 
Base,  Ohio,  where  none  currently  exists,  and  three  hospitals  to  replace 
facilities  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.;  George  Air  Force  Base, 
Calif.;  and  Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippine  Islands.  The  committee 
has  held  some  of  these  hospitals  in  abeyance,  as  indicated  earlier  in 
this  report,  until  more  realistic  cost  estimates  are  forthcoming. 

Utilities  and  ground  improvement. — Almost  half  of  the  “Utilities” 
category,  which  makes  up  5.3  percent  of  the  total  program,  is  for  the 
provision  of  increased  electric  power  capacity  at  aircraft  control  and 
warning  sites  on  the  North  American  continent.  The  balance  of  the 
utilities  items  include  the  second  increment  of  a  program  to  provide  a 
waterborne  sewage  system  at  Thule  Air  Base  in  Greenland  and  utility 
system  extensions  and  additions  at  various  bases  required  to  support 
the  new  facilities  to  be  constructed  in  this  program. 

Real  estate—  $700,000  are  requested  in  the  program  for  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  various  types  of  identified  real  estate  interests.  These 
interests  include  924  acres  of  fee  purchase  at  a  cost  of  $450,000;  526 
acres  of  clearance  easements  at  a  cost  of  $152,000;  and  25  acres  of 
right-of-way  easements  at  a  cost  of  $47,000.  These  interests  are  re¬ 
quired  primarily  for  the  installation  of  runway  overruns  and  approach 
lights,  navaids  and  communications  facilities,  and  to  establish  clear¬ 
ances  for  flight  safety  in  runway  approach  zones.  In  addition,  certain 
real  estate  interests,  not  yet  firmly  identified,  will  be  acquired  under 
the  authorizations  requested  in  section  302  for  the  missile  programs, 
and  for  the  SAGE  supercombat  centers  and  the  NORAD  combat 
operations  center; 

Increases  in  prior  years’  authorizations. — -The  deficiencies,  in  prior 
yeais’  Air  Force  authorizations  which  have  developed  during  the  past 
year  are  substantially  less  than  those  for  which  increased  authoriza¬ 
tions  were  requested  in  previous  yeais.  The  amount  of  increases 
requested  in  this  bill  total  only  $2,343,000  as  compared  with  last 
year’s  total  of  $13.4  million  and  the  previous  year’s  total  of  almost 
$115  million. 

This  giatifying  reduction  in  authorization  deficiencies  has  resulted 
primarily  from  better  estimates  as  additional  experience  is  gained 
from  awards  on  newer  types  of  facilities,  initiation  of  advance  planning 
at  earlier  dates,  and  advancement  of  the  dates  for  application  of  the 
automatic  authorization  rescission  provisions 

The  requested  increases,  which  are  identified  by  authorizing  public 
law  and  installation  in  sections  305  and  306  of  the  bill,  involve  four 
separate  installation  project  authorizations  contained  in  two  prior 
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yeais’  authorization  acts.  Following  is  a  summary  of  the  increases 
for  each  public  law. 


Authorization 

Current  au¬ 
thorization, 
amount 

Authoriza¬ 
tion  increase 
requested 

Revised  au¬ 
thorization, 
amount 

Public  Law  85-241  (fiscal  year  1958) - 

Public  Law  85-685  (fiscal  year  1959) - 

Total  -  _ 

$607, 460, 000 
952,  415,  000 

$265, 000 
2, 078, 000 

$607, 725,  000 
954, 493, 000 

2, 343, 000 

Status  of  authorizations. — Continued  progress  is  being  made  by  the 
Air  Force  to  reduce  the  former  high  balances  of  unfinanced  authoriza¬ 
tions.  Based  upon  the  amounts  of  new  authorization  and  appropria¬ 
tions  being  requested  for  fiscal  year  1960,  the  effective  unfinanced 
authorization  balance  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1960  will  be  down  to 
$239  million  as  compared  to  $491  million  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1959, 
$1,200  million  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1958,  and  almost  $1,400 
million  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1957. 

This  substantial  reduction  in  the  unfinanced  authorization  balance, 
which  primarily  is  the  result  of  the  committee’s  action  in  advancing 
the  effective  dates  for  automatic  rescission  of  unused  authorizations, 
permits  a  more  effective  management  and  control  of  the  construction 
program  and  a  reduction  in  accounting  and  reporting  workloads. 

It  is  considered  that  the  amount  of  currently  inactive  authorizations 
are  the  minimum  amount  required  to  provide  the  flexibility  needed 
for  orderly  progress  in  the  large  Air  Force  construction  program. 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  status  of  Air  Force  military 
construction  authorizations. 

,  [la  millions  of  dollars] 


Total  authorization  available,  fiscal  year  1948  through  fiscal  year  1959-  13,  315 

Less:  Reserve  for  overseas  rental  guarantee  family  housing _  —100 

Less:  Estimated  rescissions  through  July  1,  1958 _  —1,307 


Net  authorization  available  through  fiscal  year  1959 _  11,  908 

Less:  Total  funds  available  through  fiscal  year  1959 _  — 10,  474 

Less:  Estimated  automatic  rescission  by  sec.  507,  Public  Law  85-685_  —943 


Total  residual  authorization  at  end  of  fiscal  year  1959 _  491 

Plus:  New  authorization  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1960 _  +867 

Plus:  Increases  in  prior  years’  authorized  by  fiscal  year  1960  author¬ 
ization  bill _  +2 


Residual  and  proposed  authorization  available  through  fiscal  year  I960-  1,  360 

Less:  Proposed  fiscal  year  1960  military  construction  appropriation _  —894 

Less:  Estimated  automatic  rescission  by  sec.  303(b)  and  406,  fiscal 
year  1960  authorization  bill _  —227 


Effective  residual  authorization  at  end  of  fiscal  year  1960 _  239 


ATLANTIC  MISSILE  RANGE 

The  Atlantic  Missile  Range  is  operated  by  the  Air  Force  Missile 
Test  Center  (AFMTC)  under  the  Air  Research  and  Development 
Command.  The  headquarters  of  AFMTC  is  at  Patrick  Air  Force 
Base,  and  its  mission  is  to  develop,  maintain,  and  operate  the  range 
and  to  provide  support  for  the  DOD  and  NASA  missile  and  space 
programs.  The  primary  purpose  of  the  range  is  to  conduct  the 
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research,  development,  and  testing  of  long-range  missiles  and  space 
vehicles.  The  range  is  composed  of  the  launch  area  at  Cape  Canav¬ 
eral,  headquarters  and  support  facilities  at  Patrick  AFB,  port  facili¬ 
ties,  and  instrumentation  sites  on  the  mainland  of  Florida  and  11 
island  locations  down  to  Ascension  Island  off  the  west  coast  of  Africa. 
In  addition,  the  ground  sites  are  supported  by  aircraft  and  picket  ships. 

The  current  active  missile  and  space  vehicle  programs  include 
REDSTONE,  JUPITER,  THOR,  POLARIS,  ATLAS,  TITAN, 
SNARK,  BOMARC,  PIONEER,  and  THOR-ABLE.  Scheduled 
future  programs  include  MINUTEMAN,  SATURN,  MERCURY, 
PERSHING,  DYNASOAR,  and  MIDAS.  Due  to  its  geographical 
location,  this  range  enjoys  a  unique  capability  for  the  conduct  of 
research  and  development  tests  on  the  systems  listed  above.  Since 
the  launching  facilities  are  located  on  the  U.S.  coast,  a  5,000  mile 
overwater  range  is  available.  It  is  a  relatively  simple  matter  to  con¬ 
trol  shipping  in  the  range  area  during  firings  so  that  the  possibility 
of  accidents  is  slight.  Also,  since  the  launchings  are  to  the  south¬ 
east,  the  effective  length  of  the  range  is  increased  due  to  the  rotation 
of  the  earth  on  its  axis. 

The  AFMTC  is  operated  by  a  joint  staff  composed  of  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  and  NASA.  In  addition  to 
being  a  part  of  the  center  staff,  the  Army,  Navy,  and  NASA  repre¬ 
sentatives  act  as  a  point  of  contact  for  their  respective  organizations. 
Certain  of  the  facilities  at  Cape  Canaveral  and  at  the  range  stations 
are  operated  under  contract  with  the  Air  Force  by  Pan  American 
World  Airways  and  the  Radio  Corp.  of  America. 

The  instrumentation  required  for  the  Atlantic  Missile  Range  oper¬ 
ation  consists  of  extremely  complex  and  precise  types  of  equipment 
and  includes  metric  cameras,  tracking  radar,  impact  predictor,  long- 
range  tracking  telescopes,  meteorological  sounding  stations,  testing 
systems,  and  telemetry  ground  receiving  equipment.  Precise  instru¬ 
mentation  in  large  quantities  is  needed  for  research  and  development 
purposes  in  order  to  measure  accurately  the  perfomance  of  the  missiles 
being  tested.  Such  complexity  and  sophistication  is  not  required  for 
launching  of  developed  missiles,  either  for  a  training  firing  or  as  a 
proven  booster  carrying  a  payload  into  orbit.  The  AFMTC  has  sited 
new  facilities  required  for  testing  the  PERSHING,  MINUTEMAN, 
and  SATURN  systems,  and  has  set  aside  ample  room  for  boosters  up 
to  1.5  million  pounds  thrust  in  one  area  and  has  reserved  the  prime 
launch  area  at  the  tip  of  the  cape  for  boosters  in  excess  of  2.5  million 
pounds  thrust,  when,  and  if,  they  are  programed. 

A  relatively  low  rate  of  expenditures  for  construction  of  facilities 
was  required  for  testing  air-breathing  missiles  which  were  developed 
in  previous  years,  whereas  the  ballistic  missiles  presently  being  tested 
have  required  the  outlay  of  considerably  larger  sums  in  recent  years. 
The  total  capital  assets  of  the  Atlantic  Missile  Range  facilities  as  of 
January  1,  1959,  are  valued  at  $467.2  million. 

The  facilities  of  the  range  are  a  function  of  the  performance  of  the 
vehicles  under  test,  i.e.,  the  less  sophisticated  systems  require  less 
complex  launching  and  tracking  equipment.  As  speeds,  altitudes, 
and  missions  are  extended,  the  instrumentation  capabilities  must  be 
improved  to  keep  pace  and  the  required  new  launch  facilities  must 
be  provided. 
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Title  IV 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

These  follow  the  pattern  established  in  prior  military  construction 
acts,  and  a  description  of  each  is  outlined  below: 

Section  Jfil 

This  section  is  general  authorizing  language  which  has  appeared 
for  several  years  in  military  construction  bills.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  authorities  granted  may  be  exercised  without  regard  to  certain 
sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and  two  sections  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code.  The  laws  which  will  have  no  application  to  the  con¬ 
struction  authorized  by  this  bill  are  as  follows: 

Section  3648  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  found  in  title  31,  United 
States  Code,  section  529,  provides  in  part  as  follows: 

No  advance  of  public  money  shall  be  made  in  any  case  unless 
authorized  by  the  appropriation  concerned  or  other  law. 

And  in  all  cases  of  contracts  for  the  performance  of  any  serv¬ 
ice,  or  the  delivery  of  articles  of  any  description  for  the  use 
of  the  United  States,  payments  shall  not  exceed  the  value  of 
the  service  rendered,  or  of  the  articles  delivered  previously 
to  such  payment. 

There  are  situations  in  connection  with  public  works  projects  where 
it  may  be  necessary  to  advance  money  prior  to  the  actual  receipt  of 
the  service  or  the  property  to  be  obtained.  For  example,  where 
utilities  such  as  power,  gas,  or  water  lines  are  required  to  be  installed 
and  it  is  necessary  for  a  private  utility  company  to  extend  its  lines  to 
the  military  installation,  the  military  department  ofttimes  must 
pay  for  the  costs  of  such  extension.  These  payments  are  eventually 
recouped  by  deductions  from  the  periodic  payments  made  for  the 
service  to  the  utility  company.  However,  in  the  strict  sense,  such 
initial  payment  for  installation  costs  are  advance  payments  for  the 
service  rendered. 

Section  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  found  in  title  40,  United 
States  Code,  sections  259  and  267,  provides  as  follows: 

Sec.  259.  No  money  shall  be  paid  nor  contracts  made  for 
payment  for  any  site  for  a  public  building  in  excess  of  the 
amount  specifically  appropriated  therefor. 

Sec.  267.  No  money  shall  be  expended  upon  any  public 
building  until  after  sketch  plans  showing  the  tentative  de¬ 
sign  and  arrangement  of  such  building,  together  with  outline 
description  and  detailed  estimates  of  the  cost  thereof,  shall 
have  been  made  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
(except  when  otherwise  authorized  by  law)  and  said  sketch 
plans,  and  estimates  shall  have  been  approved  by  the  head  of 
each  executive  department  who  will  have  officials  located  in 
such  building;  but  such  approval  shall  not  prevent  subsequent 
changes  in  the  design,  arrangement,  materials,  or  methods 
of  construction  or  cost  which  may  be  found  necessary  or  ad¬ 
vantageous:  Provided,  That  no  such  changes  shall  be  made 
involving  an  expense  in  excess  of  the  limit  of  cost  fixed  or 
extended  by  Congress,  and  all  appropriations  made  for  the 
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construction  of  such  building  shall  be  expended  within  the 
limit  of  cost  so  fixed  or  extended. 

In  regard  to  that  part  of  Revised  Statutes  3734  as  found  in  title  40, 
United  States  Code,  section  259,  the  committee  feels  that  the  key  to 
the  analysis  of  that  provision  are  the  words  “specifically  appropriated 
therefor.”  It  will  be  noted  that  the  bill  permits  a  5-percent  (United 
States)  and  10-percent  (oversea)  variation  for  projects  authorized 
by  the  bill  in  order  to  provide  necessary  elasticity.  It  is  entirely 
possible  that  this  elasticity  would  be  lost  were  the  construction  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

With  respect  to  the  second  part  of  Revised  Statutes  3734  found  in 
title  40,  United  States  Code,  section  267,  regarding  the  making  by 
the  General  Services  of  sketch  plans,  outline  descriptions,  and  detailed 
estimates  of  the  cost  of  any  public  building,  it  is  not  believed  that 
such  was  intended  nor  should  apply  to  the  varied  and  multitudinous 
projects  authorized  by  the  military  construction  authorization  acts. 
Such  a  requirement  would  place  a  great  administrative  burden  on  the 
General  Services  Administration  which  could  only  result  in  serious 
delay. 

Section  9774(d),  title  10,  United  States  Code — 

(d)  Except  when  built  by  members  of  the  Air  Force,  no 
permanent  barrack,  quarters,  building,  or  other  permanent 
structure  may  be  built  unless  a  detailed  estimate  of  its  cost 
has  been  submitted  to  Congress  and  a  specific  appropria¬ 
tion  has  been  made  therefor.  No  one  may  build  such  a 
structure  without  specific  authority  of  Congress  if  the  cost 
is  more  than  $100,000. 

It  is  pointed  out  that  detailed  estimates  of  cost  are  not  available  in 
many  cases  until  the  project  has  been  authorized  by  Congress  and  an 
architect  and  engineering  contract  has  been  let  and  performed. 

It  will  be  noted  also  that  the  authority  granted  by  this  section  may 
be  exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of 
the  Revised  Statutes.  This  provision  of  law  provides  in  pertinent 
part  as  follows : 

Section  355,  Revised  Statutes — 

No  public  money  shall  be  expended  upon  any  site  or  land 
pm-chased  by  the  United  States  for  the  purposes  of  erecting 
thereon  any  armory,  arsenal,  fort,  fortification,  navy  yard, 
customhouse,  lighthouse,  or  other  public  building  of  any  kind 
whatever,  until  the  written  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General 
shall  be  had  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  title  *  *  *. 

It  should  be  clearly  understood  that  the  exception  from  the  require¬ 
ment  that  title  to  land  be  approved  by  the  Attorney  General  prior  to 
the  exercise  of  the  authorities  granted  in  this  bill  does  not  mean  that 
the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  will  not  be  obtained.  It  means 
merely  that  urgent  construction  can  proceed  prior  to  the  rendering 
of  such  opinion  by  him. 

Section  J+02 

This  is  the  normal  authorization  language  that  customarily  appears 
in  each  annual  Military  Construction  Act,  and  corresponds  to  the 
equivalent  section  (No.  502)  in  last  year’s  bill  (Public  Law  85-685), 
except  that  the  dollar  amounts  are  of  course  different. 
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Section  408 

This  provision  is  identical  to  language  in  prior  acts  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  that  “Alaska”  has  been  written  in  because  it  is  now  a  State.  In 
Alaska  it  is  desired  that  projects  may  exceed  10  percent  as  has  been 
the  case  previously. 

The  committee  denied  a  request  to  further  amend  this  section  to 
include  the  word  “Hawaii.” 

Section  404 

Section  404  provides  that  whenever  the  President  determines  that 
compliance  with  section  2313(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  would 
interfere  with  the  authorizations  granted  for  construction  in  foreign 
countries,  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller  General 
have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  for  auditing  contracts  for  this 
construction,  the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the 
requirements  of  that  section.  The  provision  of  law  referred  to  is  as 
follows : 

Section  2313(b),  Title  10,  United  States  Code 

(b)  Each  contract  negotiated  under  this  chapter  shall  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  Comptroller  General  and  bis  representatives 
are  entitled,  until  the  expiration  of  3  years  after  final  pay¬ 
ment,  to  examine  any  books,  documents,  papers,  or  records 
of  the  contractor,  or  any  of  his  subcontractors,  that  directly 
pertain  to,  and  involve  transactions  relating  to,  the  contract 
or  subcontract. 

Section  405 

This  section  relates  to  the  awarding  of  contracts  on  a  competitive 
basis,  and  to  the  requirement  that  the  military  department  shall 
report  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  contracts  awarded  on  other 
than  a  competitive  basis.  The  law  referred  to  is  the  Armed  Services 
Procurement  Act. 

This  section  was  amended  by  the  committee  to  provide,  in  effect, 
that  except  under  unusual  conditions,  contracts  for  construction  made 
by  the  United  States  for  performance  within  the  United  States  under 
this  act  shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  or  the  Navy  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
Docks. 

Section  406 

This  section  corresponds  to  the  equivalent  section  in  last  year’s  act 
(No.  507),  and  continues  in  effect  the  established  policy  of  repealing 
long-standing  military  construction  authorizations  that  have  not  been 
used  by  the  military  departments.  As  a  result,  after  July  1,  1960, 
only  those  authorizations,  with  certain  specified  exceptions,  which  are 
contained  in  public  laws  enacted  subsequent  to  August  31,  1957,  would 
continue  to  be  available.  Under  this  section,  unused  authorization 
that  has  been  in  effect  3  years  will  be  automatically  rescinded.  The 
reasons  for  exempting  various  projects  from  recision  are  as  follows: 

(1  and  2)  These  provisions  exempt  from  rescission  those  projects 
which  have  been  authorized  in  the  general  provisions  of  previous 
military  construction  authorization  acts,  and  those  projects  which 
have  been  started  prior  to  July  1,  1960,  by  obligation  of  funds  for 
construction  or  for  acquisition  of  land. 
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(3)  This  $100  million  authorization  must  be  retained  for  guarantee¬ 
ing  rentals  on  rental  guarantee  housing.  This  subsection  is  the  same 
as  previously  included  in  Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress,  Public  Law 
85-241,  and  Public  LaAV  85-685. 

(4)  This  exempts  unused  authorization  in  the  amount  of  $10  million 
for  the  development  of  the  line  of  communications,  France,  the  bulk 
of  which  is  contemplated  to  be  obligated  during  fiscal  year  1960. 
Under  section  507(5)  of  Public  Law  85-685,  the  amount  exempted  for 
line  of  communications,  France  was  $30  million. 

(5)  This  exempts  unused  authorization  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000 
for  the  development  of  communications  facilities  originally  scheduled 
for  South  America,  but  now  planned  for  installation  in  Puerto  Rico. 

(6)  This  exempts  the  authorization  for  projects  covering  con¬ 
struction  of  facilities  at  various  locations.  Due  to  revisions  in  plans, 
or  site  difficulties,  the  construction  of  these  facilities  has  been  delayed. 
Details  covering  each  project  are  as  follows: 

(а)  This  covers  114  units  of  family  housing  ($2,234,000)  at  Army 
Security  Agency  Site  23. 

(б)  This  covers  a  dependent  school  ($201,000)  and  a  commissary 
($168,000)  at  Army  Security  Agency  Site  23. 

( c )  This  covers  that  portion  of  the  authorization  for  development 
of  line  of  communication,  France  ($5,617,000),  that  has  been  repro¬ 
gramed  from  Germany  to  France,  and  depot  facilities  ($1,308,000)  at 
Sandhofen,  Weisbaden,  and  Nahbollenbach,  Germany. 

(d)  This  covers  the  construction  of  the  Panama  sewage-disposal 
system  ($1,060,000)  for  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  installations  at 
five  locations  in  the  Canal  Zone. 

( e )  This  covers  the  final  increment  ($6,300,000)  for  construction  at 
the  Alternate  Joint  Communication  Center. 

(J)  This  covers  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  removal  for  flight 
clearance  ($754,000)  at  Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Fla. 

( g )  This  covers  impact  range  facilities  ($700,000)  in  the  Ocala  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  for  Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Fla.,  as  hereinafter 
itemized: 


Bombing  and  rocket  range _  $540,  000 

3  steel  towers,  100  feet  high,  with  bases _  30,  000 

Officer  and  crew  quarters,  1,200  square  feet _  14,  000 

16  miles  roads  and  bridges _ _  80,  000 

Communication  facilities _  20,  000 

16  miles  fencing  and  warning  signs _  16,  000 


Total _  700,  000 


(h)  This  exempts  from  repeal  the  authorization  for  family  housing 
at  eight  locations  which  was  enacted  by  Public  Law  85-685,  but  which 
would  otherwise  be  rescinded  on  July  1,  1959,  by  repeal  of  all  of  the 
acts  cited  in  section  504  of  Public  Law  85-685. 

(i)  This  covers  authorization  in  the  amount  of  $5  million  for  a  hos¬ 
pital  at  Camp  Jackson,  S.C.  The  committee  extended  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  with  the  understanding  that  the  unit  cost  per  bed  shall  not  exceed 
$16,000. 

Section  407 

This  section  will  extend  through  fiscal  year  1962,  and  increase  from 
5,000  units  to  7,500  units,  the  leasing  authority  for  housing  at  tactical 
installations  now  contained  in  section  515  of  Public  Law  161,  84th 
Congress,  as  amended  by  section  509  of  Public  Law  85-685.  This 
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will  permit  NIKE  and  other  tactical  site  housing  requirements  to  be 
met  by  utilizing  existing  private  housing  to  the  greatest  possible  ex¬ 
tent,  thereby  reducing  the  necessity  for  construction  of  military 
quarters. 

Section  408 

Section  408  corresponds  to  section  512  of  Public  Law  85-685,  and 
would  amend  section  406  of  Public  Law  85-241  so  as  to  exempt  one 
additional  category  of  family  housing — i.  e.,  rental-guarantee  housing, 
from  the  present  requirement  for  inclusion  in  the  annual  Military 
Construction  Act.  The  reason  advanced  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  this  additional  exemption  is  that  rental-guarantee 
housing  is,  in  reality,  not  military  construction.  Rental -guarantee 
projects  are  constructed  with  foreign  capital  and  are  maintained  and 
operated  by  foreign  owners.  Defense  interest  in  them  is  simply  the 
guarantee  of  a  certain  level  of  rental  income  for  a  limited  period  of 
time,  in  order  to  encourage  the  foreign  investors  to  construct  the 
bousing  and  to  reserve  the  houses  for  U.S.  personnel.  The  rental- 
guarantee  program  is  now  planned  for  use  only  in  areas  where  it  is 
infeasible  to  build  family  housing  projects  with  foreign  currencies 
generated  by  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities.  Defense 
Department  contends  that  because  of  the  many  complexities  involved 
in  both  programs,  it  is  not  possible  to  anticipate  where  the  latter 
might  fail  and  the  former  succeed;  but  a  degree  of  administrative 
flexibility  is  necessary  in  the  development  of  programs  in  foreign 
countries.  It  should  be  noted  that  rental-guarantee  projects  custom¬ 
arily  are  cleared  with  the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees  in  advance.  However,  this  is  not  a  statutory  requirement. 

In  order  to  maintain  congressional  control  over  what  is  contracted 
for,  the  committee  amended  this  section  to  place  a  5,000-unit  limitation 
over  the  next  5  years. 

Section  409 

This  section  was  added  by  the  committee  to  enable  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  to  acquire  needed  land  in  the  Ryukyu  Islands  by 
lease  for  indefinite  periods  of  time  and  to  pay  in  advance  substantial 
sums  against  the  lease.  Previously  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
acquired  such  land  by  what  is  known  as  a  "determinable  estate.” 
However  this  method  has  been  discontinued  since  such  methods  of 
acquisition  infringed  upon  Japan’s  residual  sovereignty. 

Section  410 

This  section  amends  the  limitations  on  net  floor  areas  of  military 
family  housing,  contained  in  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  provide 
that  not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  units  built  for  company  grade 
officers  may  be  four-bedroom  units  and  may  exceed  present  floor  area 
limitations  (1,250  square  feet)  by  150  square  feet.  This  is  necessary 
because  families  which  are  large  enough  to  require  four  bedrooms 
also  require  additional  space  in  the  living,  dining,  and  cooking  areas. 

Section  41 1 

This  section  provides  that  housing  authorized  to  be  built  in  foreign 
countries  with  appropriated  funds  under  Public  Law  85-685,  or  this 
act,  may  be  built  under  the  surplus  commodity  program  with  foreign 
currencies  generated  by  the  sale  of  surplus  commodities. 
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Section  Jf.12 

This  provision  was  added  by  the  committee  to  limit  the  number  of 
units  of  Capehart  housing  that  may  be  contracted  for  during  fiscal 
year  1960. 

Section  413 

This  section  would  initiate  a  requirement  for  an  annual  authorization 
for  the  design,  development,  and  procurement  of  aircraft  and  missiles. 


Section  414 

This  section  was  added  by  the  committee  since  recently  attention 
has  been  drawn  to  the  fact  that  the  rectification  of  the  Houston  ship 
channel  will  require  certain  areas  which  lie  within  the  San  Jacinto 
Ordnance  Depot.  In  order  that  the  improvement  in  operation  of  the 
Houston  ship  channel  will  not  be  interfered  with,  it  is  felt  that  this 
amendment  to  Public  Law  85-685  is  necessary. 

Section  415 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  eliminate  the  practice  of  purchasing 
title  search  and  insurance  for  Capehart  housing  projects  built  on 
property  owned  by  the  Government.  The  provision  will  require  this 
service  to  be  performed  by  the  Department  of  Justice  as  it  is  on  all 
other  Government  property;  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
guarantee  the  mortgages  in  all  respects  and  prohibit  the  use  of  mort¬ 
gage  funds  for  the  payment  of  fees  for  title  search  and  insurance. 

Section  416 

Section  411  corresponds  to  section  514  of  Public  Law  85-685,  and 
prescribes  the  customary  cost  limitations  on  certain  common  and 
repetitive  categories  of  construction. 

Section  41 7 

Section  412  amends  Public  Law  85-365  so  as  to  increase  from 
$500,000  to  $900,000  the  authorization  for  activities  which  the  Armed 
Forces  are  providing  in  support  of  the  Olympic  winter  games. 


Section  418 

This  section  corresponds  to  section  515  of  Public  Law  85-685,  and 
is  required  to  differentiate  between  the  Military  Construction  Act 
and  the  Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act,  which  is  included  under  title 
V  of  this  bill. 


Title  V 


RESERVE  FORCES  FACILITIES 


Army  Reserve _ $20,  916,  000 

Army  National  Guard _  8,  316,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves _  8,  300,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve _  4,  093,  000 

Air  National  Guard _  15,  580,  000 


Total  new  authorization _  57,  205,  000 

Deficiency  authorizations  (prior  years) : 

Army  Reserve _  90,  000 

Air  National  Guard _  470,  000 


Total  authorization _  57,  765,  000 


Title  V  of  the  proposed  legislation  would  provide  specific  line-item 
project  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1960  for  each  of  the  Reserve  com- 
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ponents:  Army  Reserve,  Army  National  Guard,  Naval  and  Marine 
Corps  Reserves,  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  Air  National  Guard.  In 
addition,  the  proposed  legislation  provides  for  the  correction  of  de¬ 
ficiencies  in  cost  estimates  for  several  items  authorized  by  the  Reserve 
Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1958  (title  VI  of  Public  Law  85-685)  and  for 
the  rescission  of  certain  authorizations  granted  in  that  same  act  for 
locations  which  since  have  been  deleted  from  the  programs  of  the 
respective  Reserve  components.  The  authorizations  contained  in  the 
proposed  legislation,  and,  in  fact,  the  administration  of  the  whole 
broad  facilities  program  for  all  of  the  Reserve  components,  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  as 
amended,  which  constitute  the  codified  version  of  the  permanent  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  original  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950  (Public 
Law  783,  81st  Congress)  which  initiated  this  comprehensive  federally 
supported  facilities  program  for  all  of  the  Reserve  components  and 
placed  responsibility  for  its  direction  and  control  in  the  Secretary  of 
Defense.  The  committee  believes  that  the  program  is  being  capably 
administered  and  that  the  requested  authorizations  contained  in  the 
proposed  legislation  represent  well  justified  and  carefully  screened 
requirements  for  the  respective  components. 

The  total  amount  of  new  project  authorization  as  originally  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Department  of  Defense  including  adjustments  requested 
at  the  time  of  the  Senate  hearing  for  Reserve  Forces  construction  is 
$57,037,000;  correction  of  deficiencies  in  the  estimated  costs  of  several 
of  the  projects  authorized  in  the  Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1958 
results  in  a  total  increase  of  $560,000,  which  is  more  than  offset  by 
the  rescission  of  items  totaling  $2,022,000,  for  a  net  decrease  of 
$1,462,000  in  last  year’s  new  project  authorization. 

The  following  summary  shows  in  a  concise  manner  the  status  of 
authorizations  which  will  exist  upon  enactment  of  the  proposed 
legislation  (all  figures  are  in  millions  of  dollars) : 


Army 

Naval 

and 

Air  Force 

Reserve 

National 

Guard 

Marine 

Corps 

Reserves 

Reserve 

Air 

National 

Guard 

Total 

Carryover  authorization  into  fiscal  year 
1959 _ 

28.0 

16.5 

11.5 

4.0 

0 

60.0 

Authorization  in  Public  Law  85-685 . 

6.0 

23.3 

11.9 

5.1 

12.0 

57.3 

Less  appropriations  through  fiscal  year 
1959 _ 

-29.0 

-21.8 

-20.4 

-8.5 

-9.6 

-89.3 

Residual  authorization  to  be  available  at 
end  fiscal  year  1959  _  _  ...  _ 

4.0 

18.0 

3.0 

.6 

2.4 

28.0 

New  authorization  proposed  by  fiscal  year 
1960  bill _ 

20.7 

8.3 

8.3 

4.1 

15.6 

57.0 

Increases  in  prior  year  authorized  pro¬ 
posed  by  fiscal  year  1960  bill _  _ 

.1 

0 

0 

0 

.5 

.6 

Rescission  of  prior  year  authorized  pro¬ 
posed  by  fiscal  year  I960  bill _ _ 

0 

-.7 

-1.3 

0 

0 

-2.0 

Less  proposed  fiscal  year  1960  appropria¬ 
tion .  . . . . . 

-20.0 

-11.0 

-9.0 

-4.0 

-17.0 

-61.0 

Residual  authorization  to  be  available  at 
end  of  fiscal  year  1960...  . . . 

4.8 

14.6 

1.0 

.7 

1.5 

22.6 

This  tabulation  indicates  that  the  amount  of  residual  authorization 
is  being  held  will  within  reasonable  limits,  except  in  the  case  of  the 
Army  National  Guard,  the  reason  for  which  is  indicated  later  in  this 
report. 
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Army  Reserve  Forces.-— The  committee  has  been  advised  that  the 
Army  National  Guard  and  the  Army  Reserve  are  currently  under¬ 
going  a  major  reorganization  to  aline  their  troop  structures  with  the 
pentomic  concept  of  the  Active  Army.  Extensive  studies  are  being 
conducted  by  the  Department  of  Defense,  concurrently  as  the  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans  progress,  to  reassess  the  overall  facilities  requirements 
of  these  two  Reserve  components. 

The  Army  Reserve  new  project  authorization  proposed  for  fiscal 
year  1960  totals  $20,916,000,  and  includes  63  new  Army  Reserve 
centers  and  approximately  75  projects  which  are  additions  or  expan¬ 
sions  to  present  centers. 

The  proposed  new  project  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1960  for  the 
Army  National  Guard  totals  $8,316,000,  and  provides  for  47  new 
armories,  13  projects  for  conversion  of  existing-  armories,  and  5  non¬ 
armory  projects  which  consist  of  maintenance  and  supply  administra¬ 
tive  facilities. 

A  large  part  of  the  new  authorization  requested  for  both  the  Army 
National  Guard  and  the  Army  Reserve  are  projects  that  were  ap¬ 
proved  by  consultation-type  authorization  prior  to  converting  the 
bulk  authorization  of  the  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950  to  a 
line-item  type  of  program.  The  Reserve  Facilities  Act  of  1958  which 
accomplished  this  conversion  to  line  item  authorization  provided  that 
those  consultation  projects  listed  in  the  data  submitted  to  the  Armed 
Services  Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate  in  June  1958  would 
remain  authorized  through  fiscal  year  1960  to  the  extent  of  funds 
theretofore  appropriated.  At  the  time  the  data  was  furnished  the 
committees  it  was  pointed  out  that  for  reasons  of  needed  flexibility 
in  the  Army  programs  the  projects  listed  totaled  more  than  the  ap¬ 
propriations  available,  and  that  projects  from  this  so-called  carry¬ 
over  authorization  could  only  be  constructed  within  the  available 
appropriations,  as  subsequently  provided  in  section  604  of  Public  Law 
85-685.  The  carryover  of  consultation-type  authorization  and, 
specifically,  the  limitation  as  to  its  use  is  pointed  out  to  clarify  cases  of 
new  authorizations  in  the  present  bill  which  might  appear  to  be  a 
duplication  of  authorization  if  this  facet  of  the  Reserve  Facilities  Act 
of  1958  is  not  recalled.  The  unfundable  residual  items  from  the  carry¬ 
over  list  generally  were  of  a  higher  priority  than  the  line  item  authori¬ 
zations  written  into  Public  Law  85-685.  Therefore  they  are  being 
proposed  for  authorization  as  line  items  in  this  year’s  bill.  The 
reauthorization  of  this  type  of  unfunded  carryover  authorization 
accounts  for  the  substantial  amount  of  residual  authorization  shown 
for  the  Army  National  Guard  in  the  above  tabulation. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves. — Nearly  half  of  the  $8.3  million 
of  new  project  authorization  proposed  for  these  Reserve  components 
is  for  essential  additional  facilities  at  established  Naval  Air  Reserve 
installations.  The  remainder  is  divided  almost  evenly  between  the 
Naval  Surface  Reserve  and  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve. 

Air  Force  Reserve  components. — The  relatively  small  amount  of  new 
project  authorization  proposed  for  the  Air  Force  Reserve  $4,093,000, 
reflects  the  substantial  fulfillment  of  the  most  urgent  requirements 
for  this  component,  and  consists  of  a  variety  of  operational  and  sup¬ 
port  facilities  at  eight  locations,  four  of  which  are  municipal  airports 
and  the  remainder  jointly  utilized  military  airfields. 
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For  the  Air  National  Guard,  the  proposed  new  project  authoriza¬ 
tion  totals  $15,580,000  comprising  high-priority  requirements  for  the 
operation  and  support  of  the  Air  National  Guard  aircraft  at  various 
locations,  1  of  which  is  in  Puerto  Rico  and  another  in  the  Hawaiian 
Islands;  and  3  aircraft  control  and  warning  facilities,  2  of  which  also 
are  in  the  Hawaiian  Islands. 

RlSSUMlD  OF  THE  PROGRAM  TO  DATE 

Army  Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard. — Since  1951,  the  Army 
has  had  appropriated  to  it  $251  million,  of  which  $144.5  million 
represents  contributions  made,  or  to  be  made,  to  the  States  for  the 
National  Guard  armory  and  nonarmory  programs  and  $106.4  million 
represents  facilities  for  the  Army  Reserve. 

In  the  National  Guard  armory  program  916  of  the  1,890  armories 
constructed  by  the  States  without  Federal  assistance  represent 
adequate  facilities  for  continued  use,  against  a  total  requirement  of 
2,250  armories  as  estimated  by  the  Department  of  the  Army;  the 
States  and  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  however,  estimate  total 
requirements  as  2,780  armories.  These  estimates  remain  to  be 
reconciled  upon  completion  of  the  new  troop  unit  program  under  the 
pentomic  division  organizational  structure,  and  the  revised  plan  of 
distribution  of  these  units  throughout  the  States.  A  total  of  1,211 
armories  have  been  constructed,  are  under  construction,  or  are 
funded  within  $130  million  of  the  total  appropriations  heretofore 
made  available  for  the  National  Guard.  Thus  the  remaining  require¬ 
ment  for  National  Guard  armories  will  range  between  123  and  653 
upon  completion  of  the  revised  troop  unit  program  by  the  Department 
of  the  Army.  Approximately  $22  million  of  the  total  appropriations 
heretofore  made  available  for  the  National  Guard  represent  non¬ 
armory  facilities  (maintenance  shops,  supply  and  administrative 
facilities)  which  have  been  constructed,  are  under  construction,  or 
are  programed  for  early  initiation. 

In  the  Army  Reserve  center  program  458  of  the  1,617  facilities 
acquired  by  lease  or  donation,  and  now  in  use,  represent  facilities 
adequate  for  continued  use,  against  an  estimated  total  requirement 
of  1,800  centers.  A  total  of  445  centers  have  been  constructed,  are 
under  construction,  or  are  funded  within  the  $106.4  million  appro¬ 
priations  heretofore  made  available  for  Army  Reserve  construction. 
Thus  the  remaining  requirement  for  Army  Reserve  centers  is  esti¬ 
mated  at  897  centers,  representing  a  future  authorization  and  funding 
requirement  of  $234  million.  The  requirement,  also,  may  be  subject 
to  revision  upon  completion  of  the  new  troop  unit  program  under  the 
pentomic  division  organizational  structure,  and  the  revised  plan  of 
distribution  of  these  Army  Reserve  units  throughout  the  States. 

Navy  ( aviation ,  surface,  Marine  Corps). — Most  of  the  500-plus 
facilities  now  used  for  the  training  of  Naval  and  Marine  Corps 
reservists  were  acquired  from  surplus  World  War  II  activities  and 
are  of  temporary  construction.  Others  are  held  on  lease  from  non- 
Federal  sources.  In  either  case,  ultimate  replacement  or  modification 
will  be  required. 

The  Naval  Reserve  Forces  program  is  composed  of  three  segments: 

(a)  The  Naval  Reserve,  aviation  program  (which  supports  Marine 
Corps  Reserve  aviation)  in  fiscal  year  1960  will  occupy  18  installations. 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


75 


The  modern  aircraft  which  are  operated  by  Naval  and  Marine  Re¬ 
serve  squadrons  require  modernization  or  replacement  of  out-dated 
support  facilities.  Thus,  a  continuing  requirement  will  exist  for  these 
activities  to  be  developed  and  maintained  so  as  to  permit  realization 
of  the  full  potential  of  the  reserve  units  supported. 

(i b )  The  Naval  Reserve,  surface  program  consists  of  319  training 
centers  and  facilities,  and  160  electronics  facilities  and  stations. 
Modernization  or  replacement  of  a  great  majority  of  these  will  ulti¬ 
mately  be  required,  since  they  consist  primarily  of  temporary  wooden, 
quonset,  or  Butler-hut  construction.  In  addition,  berthing  facilities 
and  dockside  services  for  Selected  Reserve  ships  are  needed  in  some 
locations. 

(c)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  ground  program  consists  of  228 
training  centers,  159  of  which  are  combined  with  the  Naval  Reserve 
training  centers  mentioned  above.  Replacement  or  modernization  of 
most  of  these  will  ultimately  be  required  to  provide  for  training  of  the 
drilling  units  in  the  use  and  maintenance  of  their  assigned  equipment. 

Air  Force  Beserve  and  Air  National  Guard. — The  Air  Force  Reserve 
currently  is  composed  of  15  medium  troop  carrier  wings,  with  45  tacti¬ 
cal  squadrons,  and  5  air  rescue  squadrons.  The  Air  National  Guard 
is  composed  of  24  wings  with  82  combat  squadrons  of  fighter  and  tacti¬ 
cal  types.  These  39  wings  represent  the  mobilization  requirement  of 
the  Air  Reserve  Forces. 

In  addition  to  the  preceeding  tactical  units  of  the  Air  Reserve 
Forces,  the  mobilization  requirements  include  158  support  type  units. 
These  units  are  composed  of  specialists  in  the  fields  of  weather,  com¬ 
munications,  air  resupply,  air  evacuation,  terminal  operations,  and 
hospital  operation. 

The  Air  Force  Reserve  has  funded  $77.2  million  under  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  provided  through  fiscal  year  1959.  The  expenditure  of  these 
funds  has  permitted  the  Air  Force  Reserve  to  render  all  their  flying 
bases  operational,  in  varying  degrees,  and  has  contributed  immeasur¬ 
ably  to  the  high  degree  of  combat  capability  which  the  Reserve  troop 
carrier  units  now  enjoy.  Approximately  $26  million  after  fiscal  year 
1960  will  be  required  to  completely  round  out  the  36  Reserve  troop 
carrier  flying  bases. 

The  Air  National  Guard  will  have  obligated  some  $224.3  million 
through  fiscal  year  1960.  A  requirement  of  $52.2  million  will  yet  be 
required  to  complete  required  facilities  on  the  94  flying  bases,  and  41 
nonflying  locations.  No  new  bases  are  required,  although  replace¬ 
ment  will  be  needed  for  some  of  the  World  War  II  temporary  con¬ 
struction.  In  addition,  some  expansion  of  facilities  will  be  required 
to  accommodate  the  higher  performance  aircraft  being  received  by 
the  tactical  units. 

COMMITTEE  CONCLUSIONS 

The  committee  considers  that  the  Department  of  Defense  should 
place  additional  emphasis  on  the  construction  of  National  Guard 
armories. 

The  Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1950  authorized  Federal 
grants  of  as  much  as  75  percent  toward  the  construction  of  these 
armories.  Such  grants  were  in  recognition  that  to  meet  mobilization 
requirements,  the  National  Guard  should  be  maintained  at  a  strength 
in  excess  of  purely  State  needs. 
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The  Department  of  Defense  not  only  has  requested  much  less 
construction  authorization  for  armories  than  the  States  were  prepared 
to  make  their  contributions  toward,  but,  in  addition,  expenditure 
limitations  have  been  imposed  on  appropriations  available  for  this 
purpose. 

The  committee  was  informed  that  Federal  contributions  to  this 
program  were  suspended  from  July  1,  1957,  until  February  1958.  At 
that  time,  the  limit  of  Federal  support  was  set  at  $14  million,  an 
amount  half  that  authorized  in  the  2  preceding  fiscal  years.  The 
committee  also  was  informed  that  State  legislatures  have  appropriated 
more  than  $30  million  for  contributions  to  this  program  when  the 
necessary  Federal  funds  are  made  available. 

The  committee  urges  the  Department  to  give  a  higher  priority  to 
the  construction  of  the  facilities  required  by  the  existing  troop  strength 
of  the  National  Guard. 

Title  VI 

The  Army  obtained  approximately  4.5  acres  of  land  by  transfer 
from  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  Santa  Cruz,  Calif.,  in  January  1959.  This 
site,  known  as  Lighthouse  Point  site,  was  selected  as  a  site  for  an 
approved  Army  Reserve  center.  Plans  and  designs  were  underway  to 
construct  the  one-unit  (modified),  100-man  Army  Reserve  center  at 
this  location  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $164,000.  The  Army  planned  to 
advertise  the  project  in  April  or  May  of  1959  as  part  of  the  fiscal  year 
1959  execution  program.  However,  the  city  officials  of  Santa  Cruz 
requested  the  Army  not  to  build  on  the  site  as  the  city  had  other 
plans  for  the  use  of  not  only  that  site  but  the  surrounding  area. 

Alternate  sites  were  offered  by  the  city  for  the  location  of  the  Army 
Reserve  center.  Army  representatives  inspected  alternate  sites  in 
Santa  Cruz  in  late  January  1959  and  determined  that  an  alternate  site, 
known  as  the  airport  site,  containing  approximately  4  acres,  appeared 
to  be  adequate  for  the  location  of  the  center.  The  city  of  Santa  Cruz 
offered  to  exchange  the  city-owned  airport  site  for  the  Government- 
owned  Lighthouse  Point  site  and  offered  to  pay  the  difference  in  fair 
market  value.  The  city  also  offered  to  extend  water  and  sewerage 
facilities  to  the  airport  site  at  no  expense  to  the  Government  and  make 
available  to  the  Army  any  fill  materials  necessary  for  the  preparation 
of  the  airport  site. 

Since  there  was  no  statutory  authority  to  exchange  the  lands  be¬ 
tween  the  Army  and  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  the  requisite  authority 
has  been  inserted  as  title  VI  in  the  bill. 

The  committee  wishes  to  point  out  that  the  interests  of  the  United 
States  are  well  protected  in  this  exchange  of  lands  in  that  the  city  of 
Santa  Cruz  must  pay  to  the  United  States  the  sum  of  money  which 
represents,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  aggregate 
of  (1)  the  amount  by  which  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  to  be 
conveyed  by  the  United  States  exceeds  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
land  to  be  received  by  the  United  States;  (2)  the  amount  heretofore 
expended  by  the  Army  in  connection  with  the  proposed  construction 
of  the  Reserve  center  at  Lighthouse  Point;  and  (3)  the  amount  by 
which  the  costs  for  providing  adequate  foundations,  sewer,  and  water 
facilities,  and  site  preparation  for  the  Reserve  center  at  the  new  sit.p 
exceeds  the  estimated  cost  for  these  facilities. 
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FISCAL  DATA 

Enactment  into  law  of  this  proposed  legislation  will  involve  the 
expenditure  of  $1,232,611,000.  Of  this  amount,  $57,765,000  repre¬ 
sents  Reserve  components  construction. 

DEPARTMENTAL  DATA 

This  measure  is  part  of  the  legislative  program  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  fiscal  year  1960  and  has  been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  in  its  original  form  as  is  evidenced  by  letter  dated  February 
10,  1959,  from  Secretary  of  Defense  Neil  McElroy  which  is  set  out 
below  and  made  a  part  of  this  report. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington,  February  10,  1959. 

Hon.  Richard  Nixon, 

President  of  the  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Nixon:  There  is  forwarded  herewith  a  draft  of  legis¬ 
lation  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

This  proposed  legislation  is  a  part  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
legislative  program  for  1959,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises 
that  there  is  no  objection  to  its  presentation  to  the  Congress.  The 
Department  of  Defense  recommends  that  it  be  enacted. 

This  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  additional  military  con¬ 
struction  that  is  urgently  needed  by  the  Department  of  Defense  at 
this  time,  and  would  provide  additional  authority  to  cover  deficiencies 
in  prior  construction  authorizations.  The  appropriation  of  money 
required  for  construction  is  provided  for  in  the  budget  of  the  U.S. 
Government  for  the  fiscal  year  1960. 

This  legislation  consists  of  title  I,  II,  and  III  covering  authorization 
required  for  the  Active  Forces  of  the  Departments  of  the  Army,  Navy, 
and  Air  Force;  title  IV  covering  general  provisions  relating  to  the 
foregoing  titles;  and  title  V  covering  authorization  required  for  the 
respective  Reserve  components. 

For  the  Active  Forces,  this  proposal  would  authorize  new  construc¬ 
tion  totaling  $1,299,297,000  of  which  $231,252,000  is  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army;  $195,284,000  is  for  the  Department  of  the  Navy, 
and  $872,761,000  is  for  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force.  This  pro¬ 
posal  would  also  provide  additional  monetary  authority  to  correct 
deficiencies  in  authorization  for  projects  authorized  under  previous 
laws  totaling  $4,379,000  of  which  $1,186,000  is  for  the  Army;  $850,000 
is  for  the  Navy;  and  $2,343,000  is  for  the  Air  Force.  Therefore,  the 
total  in  this  proposed  legislation  of  new  authorization  plus  additional 
monetary  authority  for  projects  previously  authorized  amounts  to 
$1,303,676,000  for  the  Active  Forces. 

This  proposal  would  also  repeal  as  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations, 
with  certain  exceptions,  for  military  construction  for  the  Active  Forces 
that  are  contained  in  laws  enacted  prior  to  August  31,  1957.  This 
repeal  will  continue  in  effect  the  policy  established  in  the  fiscal  year 
1956  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act  (Public  Law  161,  84th 
Cong.)  of  repealing  longstanding  authority  that  has  not  been  exercised 
by  the  military  departments.  It  is  believed  that  the  continuation 
of  this  policy  will  result  in  a  construction  program  which  will  reflect 
more  accurately  the  current  needs  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 
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For  the  Reserve  components,  the  proposal  would  authorize  con¬ 
struction  totaling  $56,993,000  of  which  $20,748,000  is  for  the  Army 
Reserve;  $8,316,000  is  for  the  Army  National  Guard;  $8,300,000  is 
for  the  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve;  $4,093,000  is  for  the  Air 
Force  Reserve;  and  $15,536,000  is  for  the  Air  National  Guard.  It 
would  also  provide  additional  monetary  authority  to  correct  defi¬ 
ciencies  in  authorization  for  certain  projects  contained  in  Public  Law 
85-685  totaling  $560,000  of  which  $470,000  is  for  the  Air  National 
Guard  and  $90,000  is  for  the  Army  Reserve.  Therefore,  the  total  of 
new  authorization  plus  additional  monetary  authority  for  projects 
previously  authorized  amounts  to  $57,553,000  for  the  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents.  This  proposed  legislation  also  provides  for  the  rescission  of 
authorization  contained  in  Public  Law  85-685  for  certain  installations 
which  are  no  longer  required. 

Accordingly,  the  total  authorization  requested  in  this  legislation  for 
both  the  Active  Forces  and  the  Reserve  components  amounts  to 
$1,361,229,000. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Neil  McElroy. 


Summary  of  the  Construction  Authority  Granted  by  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1960  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Bill 


INSIDE  UNITED  STATES 

Alabama _  $9,  859,  000 


Army : 

Redstone  Arsenal _  4,  543,  000 

Fort  Rucker _  2,  636,  000 

Air  Force: 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery _  1,  915,  000 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery _  391,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Gadsden _  144,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Birmingham _  160,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  New  Brockton _  70,  000 


Alaska _  23,  997,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Greely _  2,  395,  000 

Fort  Richardson _  321,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake _  84,  000 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Camp  Chiniak _  40,  000 

Air  Force: 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base _  1,  181,  000 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base _  1,  150,  000 

Galena  Airport _  100,  000 

King  Salmon  Airport _  1,  690,  000 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base _  250,  000 

Various  locations _  16,  510,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Anchorage.  276,  000 


Arizona _  8,  345,  000 


Army:  Fort  Huachuca _  3,  230,  000 

Navy:  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma _  3,  851,  000 

Air  Force: 

Davis  Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson _  895,  000 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler _  246,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Tucson  MAP,  Tucson _  123,  000 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


79 


Summary  of  the  Construction  Authority  Granted  by  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1960  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Bill — Continued 


Arkansas _  $4,  338,  000 


Air  Force: 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville _  1,  099,  COO 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock _  325,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  El  Dorado _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Fort  Smith _  152,000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Harrison _  152,000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Beebe _  45,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  DeWitt _  45,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Hazen _  45,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock_.  2,  323,  000 


California _  75,  046,  000 


Army:  Presidio  of  San  Francisco _  218,  000 

Navy: 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow _  432,  000 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro _  48,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore _  24,  554,  000 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach _  500,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar _  305,  000 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu _  30,  000,  000 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego _  100,  000 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego _  144,  000 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana _  2,  216,  000 

Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island _  701,  000 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms _  457,  000 

Air  Force: 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville _  187,  000 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced _  425,  000 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc _  787,  000 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Rafael _  1,  285,  000 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside _  6,  052,  000 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento _  1,  980,  000 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento _  1,  548,  000 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Oxnard _  255,  000 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc _  147,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Chico _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Sacramento _  61,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  San  Diego _  526,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  San  Jose _  1 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Santa  Barbara _  136,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Vallejo _  302,  000 

Naval  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos _  563,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego _  226,  000 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael _  490,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Ontario  Map,  Ontario _  233,  000 


Colorado _  11,316,000 


Army:  Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital _  188,  000 

Air  Force:  Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver _  405,  000 

Colorado  Springs  area _  10,  000,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Greeley _  132,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver _  591,  000 
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Connecticut _  $3,  731,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London _  3,  146,  000 

Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New  London _  75,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Bridgeport-Fairchild..  64,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven.  323,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Bradley  Field,  Hartford _  123,  000 


Delaware:  Air  Force:  Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover _ _ _  750,  000 

District  of  Columbia:  Navy:  Naval  Research  Laboratory _ _  1,  591,  000 


Florida _  27,  155,  000 


Navy: 

Navy  Communication  Training  Center,  Corry  Field _  1,  000,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola _  400,  000 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field _  2,  811,  000 

Air  Force: 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso _  833,  000 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead _  6,  364,  000 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa _  866,  000 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa _  1,  822,  000 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando _  8,  402,  000 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City _  4,  266,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

Tampa _  391,  000 

Georgia _  5,  523,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Benning _  _  1,  090,  000 

Fort  Stewart _ , _  238,  000 

Air  Force: 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah _  410,  000 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon _  900,  000 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany _  1,  098,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Savannah _  259,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Gainesville _  90,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Savannah _  600,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base, 

Atlanta) _  838,  000 


Idaho _  1,  704,  000 


Air  Force:  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home.  1,  361,  000 
Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Idaho  Falls.  105,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Gowen  Field,  Boise _  238,  000 
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Illinois _  $11,  366,  000 


Army:  Savanna  Ordnance  Depot _  1,  160,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes _  4,  712,  000 

Air  Force:  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville _  253,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Aurora _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Bloomington _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Champaign _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Chicago  Heights _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  East  St.  Louis _  156,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Evanston _  574,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Joliet _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Kankakee _  168,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves: 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Champaign _  70,  000 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago _  518,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview _  59,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago _  1,  890,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria.  430,  000 


Indiana _  3,  339,  000 


Air  Force:  Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru _  1,  725,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Anderson _ i _  136,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Bloomington _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Hammond _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Muncie _  168,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus _  364,  000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne _  238,  000 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute _  238,  000 


Iowa:  Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Washington _  160,  000 

Kansas _  6,  380,  000 


Army:  Fort  Leavenworth _  160,  000 

Air  Force: 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka _  762,  000 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita _  1,  039,  000 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina _  4,  147,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Colby _  80,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe _  192,  000 


Kentucky _  5,  001,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Knox _  2,  541,  000 

Fort  Campbell _  2,  300,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Bardstown _  160,  000 


Louisiana _  4,  052,  000 


Air  Force: 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport _  110,  000 

Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles _  350,  000 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria _  2,  468,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Lafayette _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  New  Orleans  (No.  1) _  520,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans _  178,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans _  274,  000 
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Summary  of  the  Construction  Authority  Granted  by  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1960  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Bill— Continued 


Maine _  $4,  692,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County -  3,  179,  000 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor _  271,  000 

Air  Force: 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor _  1,  071,  000 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone _  48,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor -  123,  000 


Maryland _  28,  664,  000 


Army: 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground _  785,  000 

Fort  Detrick _  270,  000 

Fort  Meade _  2,  530,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Camp  Springs _  1,  051,  000  1 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis _  1,  025,  000 

David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock _  318,  000 

Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head _  972,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River _  1,  050,  000 

Air  Force:  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs _  20,  000,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Cumberland _  288,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Westminster _  160,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Baltimore..  215,  000 


Massachusetts _  4,  443,  000 


Army:  Fort  Devens _  59,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Shipyard,  Boston _  1,  422,  000 

Air  Force: 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford _  1,  452,  000 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth _  1,  234,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Leominster.  200,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth _  76,  000 


Michigan _  10,  578,  000 


Air  Force: 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Ste.  Marie _  1,  755,  000  i 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette _  2,  779,  000  * 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens _  612,  000 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda _  2,  484,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Ann  Arbor _  317,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center  (No.  1) _  602,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Detroit  (No.  2) _  602,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Flint _  551,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie _  771,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena _  105,  000 


Minnesota _  2,  154,  000 


Air  Force:  Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth _  766,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Duluth _  317,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Mankato _  176,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  St.  Cloud _  330,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  St.  Paul _  565,  000 
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Mississippi _  $5,  627,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian _  5,  147,  000 

Air  Force:  Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus _  264,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Durant _  54,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Iuka _  54,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Quitman _  54,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Webb _  54,  000 


Missouri _  6,  214,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Leonard  Wood _  553,  000 

Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis _  261,  000 

Air  Force: 

Richards-Gerbaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City _  866,  000 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster _  2,  406,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Fulton _  160,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Jefferson  City _  288,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Rolla _  160,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Springfield _  73,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Washington _  160,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Farmington.  1 15,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves: 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center 

(ground),  St.  Louis _  370,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center  (sur¬ 
face),  St.  Louis _  697,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas 

City _  105,  000 


Montana _  5,  171,  000 


Air  Force: 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow _  3,  661,  000 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls _  712,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Butte _  70,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Plentywood _  63,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Gore  Field,  Great  Falls _  665,  000 


Nebraska _  2,  416,  000 


Air  Force: 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln _  164,  000 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha _  1,  802,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Omaha _  450,  000 


Nevada _  816,  000 


Air  Force:  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas _  557,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Hubbard  Field,  Reno _  259,  000 


New  Hampshire _  4,  039,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth _  3,  497,  000 

Air  Force:  Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth _  542,  000 
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New  Jersey _  $3,  112,  000 


Army:  Fort  Dix _  64,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne _  123,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst _  726,  000 

Air  Force:  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown _  1,  083,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Morristown _  317,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Cape  May  Court  House _  250,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Dover _  250,  000 

Organizational  maintenance  shop,  Jersey  City _  49,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Riverdale _  250,  000 


New  Mexico _ _  3,  584,  000 


Air  Force: 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis _  800,  000 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo _  909,  000 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell _  942,  000 

Sacramento  Peak,  Alamogordo _  616,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Belen _  57,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Roswell _ a _  200,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Silver  City _  60,  000 

New  York _  10,  945,  000 


Army:  U.S.  Military  Academy _  6,  303,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn _  365,  000 

Naval  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn _  113,  000 

Air  Force: 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome _  676,  000 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh _  1,  134,  000 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton _  269,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Bronx _  98,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Glens  Falls _  176,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Malone _  176,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Olean _  176,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Oswego _  176,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Amsterdam _  55,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Buffalo _  75,  000 

Combined  Field  Maintenance  Shop,  Camp  Drum _  308,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Olean _  46,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Oswego _  52,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Troy _  47,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Whitestone..  104,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Hancock  Field,  Syracuse _  596,  000 


North  Carolina _  4,  751,  000 


Army:  Fort  Bragg _ _  958,000 

Navy:  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune _  328,  000 

Air  Force:  Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro _  3,  150,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Benson _  105,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Elizabeth  City _  105,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Mount  Olive _  105,  000 
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North  Dakota _  $6,  683,  000 


Air  Force: 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks _  2,  309,  000 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot _ _ _  3,  371,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Shop  hangar,  Bismarck _  67,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Hector  Field,  Fargo _ _  946,  000 


Ohio _  19,  908,  000 


Army:  Columbus  General  Depot _  2,  783,  000 

Air  Force: 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington _  2,  475,  000 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton _  12,  000,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Akron  (No.  2) _ _ _  574,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Bellaire _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Dayton _  48,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Delaware _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Marion _ .... _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Mount  Vernon _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Painesville _  168,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Lancaster.  _  160,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland..  655,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Spring- 

field _ , _  105,000 


Oklahoma _  8,  261,  000 


Army:  Fort  Sill _  5,  337,  000 

Air  Force: 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton _  621,  000 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City _  1,  036,  000 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid _  250,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Muskogee _  288,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Okmulgee _  160,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Purcell _  160,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Davis  Field,  Muskogee _  92,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Will  Rogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City.  317,  000 


Oregon _  1,  764,  000 


Air  Force:  Kingsley  Air  Force  Base,  Klamath _ _  955,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Salem _  61,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Salem _  160,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Portland  International  Airport,  Portland.  588,  000 
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Pennsylvania _ _ _  $6,  527,  000 


Army:  Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot _ _ _  454,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia _  333,  000 

Air  Force:  Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown _  2,  676,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Allentown-Bethlehem _  302,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Butler _  136,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Gettysburg _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Meadville _  168,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Pittsburgh  (No.  3) _  574,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Uniontown _  220,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Washington _  136,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Johnstown.  _  375,  000 

Naval  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove _  797,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Willow  Naval  Grove  Air  Station,  Phila¬ 
delphia _  188, 000 


Rhode  Island:  Navy:  Naval  Station,  Newport _  7,  353,  000 

South  Carolina _  _  1,  576,  000 


Navy:  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort _  51,  000 

Air  Force: 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston _  822,  000 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter _  505,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Inman _  99,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Jonesville _  _  99,  000 


South  Dakota _  _  1,  736,  000 


Air  Force:  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City _  1,  445,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Aberdeen _  168,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Sioux  Falls  (Foss  Field),  Sioux  Falls _  123,  000 


Tennessee _  10,  185,  000 


Air  Force: 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullahoma _  5,  690,  000 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna _ _  2,  249,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Milan _  91,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves:  Marine  Corps  Reserve 

Training  Center,  Johnson  City..  _  330,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis.  1,  825,  000 
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Texas _  $21,  052,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Bliss _  7,  260,  000 

Fort  Sam  Houston _  620,  000 

Air  Force: 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo  _ _  1,  828,  000 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin _  300,  000 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso _  _  416,  000 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth _  _  _  1,  484,  000 

Dvess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene _  . _  292,  000 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco _  216,  000 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio _  1,  180,  000 

Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio _  1,  307,  000 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman _  408,  000 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls _  807,  000 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring _  2,  168,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Brownsville _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Dallas _  64,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Galveston _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Odessa _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  San  Marcos _  152,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  San  Antonio _  520,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Donna _  99,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves: 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Beau¬ 
mont _  65,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas _  348,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves: 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston _  204,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville _  35,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston _  823,  000 


Utah _  873,  000 


Army:  Dugway  Proving  Ground _  532,  000 

Air  Force:  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden _  341,  000 


Vermont _  435,  000 


Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Rutland _  143,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armorv,  Enosburg 

Falls _  169,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burling¬ 
ton _  123,000 


Virginia _  4,  009,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Belvoir _  628,  000 

Fort  Lee _  414,  000 

A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation _  229,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk _  1,  781,  000 

Naval  Station,  Norfolk _  81,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana _  336,  000 

Air  Force:  Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton _  540,  000 
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Washington _ $2,  470,  000 


Air  Force: 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane _  158,  000 

Geiger  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane _  190,  000 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake _  1,  036,  000 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma _  523,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Army  Reserve  Center,  Wenatchee _  168,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  National  Guard  Armory,  Coleville _  150,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Geiger  Field,  Spokane _  245,  000 


West  Virginia _ x _  4,  277,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove _  3,  957,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

U.S.  property  and  fiscal  officer,  office  and  warehouse, 

Buckhannon _  206,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Princeton _  60,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Ronceverte _  54,  000 


Wisconsin _  23,  323,  000 


Air  Force:  Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville _  21,  533,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Beaver  Dam _  176,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  La  Crosse _ 317,  000 

Army  Reserve  Center,  Milwaukee  (West) _  602,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Organizational  maintenance  shop,  Hayward _  52,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Milwaukee _  235,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Tomahawk _  160,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee _  43,  000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas _  82,  000 

Truax  Field,  Madison _  123,  000 


Wyoming _ __ _  1,  699,  000 

Air  Force:  Francis  E.  Warren,  Cheyenne _ _  1,  461,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne.  238,000 


Various  locations  (Zone  of  Interior) _  95,  163,  000 


Army:  Various _  14,  840,  000 

Air  Force:  Various _  77,  651,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Various _  2,588,000 

Army  National  Guard:  Various _  84,  000 


Classified  (Zone  of  Interior) _  436,  305,  000 


Navy:  Various _  1,  625,  000 

Air  Force:  Various _  434,  680,  000 


OUTSIDE  UNITED  STATES 

Bermuda _  295,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Station,  Bermuda _  295,  000 


Canada -  4,  133,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Station,  Argentia _  4,  133,  000 
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Canal  Zone _  $228,  000 

Army:  Fort  Kobbe _  228,  000 

Cuba _ _ _ _ ... _ _ _  760,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Baj _  760,  000 

France. _ _  140,000 

Army:  Various  locations _  140,  000 

Germany _  10,  338,  000 

Army:  Various  locations _  10,  338,  000 

Hawaii _  10,  417,  000 

Army: 

Helemano _  90,  000 

Schofield  Barracks. . _• _  1,  259,  000 

Navy: 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu... . .  47,  000 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu _  4,  796,  000 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu _ _  274,  000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Haleakala  aircraft  control  and  warning  facility,  Maui _  446,  000 

Hickam  Field,  Honolulu _  3,  222,  000 

Kokee  aircraft  control  and  warning  facility,  Kauai _  283,  000 

Italy _ 1,  973,  000 

Army:  Various  locations _  1,  973,  000 

Japan _  1,  640,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi _  1,  640,  000 

Mariana  Islands _  11,  560,  000 

Navy: 

Public  Works  Center,  Guam _  10,  947,  000 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam _  507,  000 

Air  Force:  Anderson  Air  Force  Base. _ _  106,  000 

North  Ireland _  267,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry _  267,  000 

Okinawa _  2,  255,  000 

Army:  Camp  Buckner _  217,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Security  Group  activity,  Okinawa _  2,  038,  000 

Philippine  Islands _  76,000 

Navy:  Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point _  76,  000 
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Puerto  Rico - - -  $6,  367,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads _  3,  579,  000 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Sabana  Seca _  86,  000 

Air  Force:  Ramey  Air  Force  Base _  1,  309,  000 


Army  National  Guard: 

National  Guard  Armory,  Bayamon _  150,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  Ponce _  150,  000 

National  Guard  Armory,  San  German _  150,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  San  Juan  International  Airport,  San 
Juan _  943,  000 

Turkey _  105,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Security  Group  activity,  Karamursel _  105,  000 

Wake  Island _  2,211,000 

Air  Force:  Wake  Island _  2,211,000 

Various  locations  (overseas) _  78,  098,  000 

Army:  Various _  9,  965,  000 

Air  Force:  Various _  68,  133,  000 

Classified  locations  (overseas) _ _ _  107,  561,  000 

Army:  Various _  81,  830,  000 

Navy:  Various _  16,  870,  000 

Air  Force:  Various _  8,  861,  000 

Locations  not  specified _  35,  000,  000 

Army:  Various _  10,  000,  000 

Navy:  Various _  10,  000,  000 

Air  Force:  Various _  15,  000,  000 


•Note. — See  note  on  page  1. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  17  (legislative  clay,  April  15),  1959 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 

May  19, 1959 

Reported  by  Mr.  Stennis,  with  an  amendment 
f  Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 


To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  -T  I  T  L  E  I 

4  Se6t  101.  Th-e  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  er 
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Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNIC'-AE  SEltFIGES  FACILITIES 

Aberdeen  living  Oraund7  iVfaryland-:  -Training  laeili- 
liea  and  troop  housing;  $785,000? 

-betteibcnny  Ordnance  Depot  7  -Pennsylvania:  Mobile- 
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Bedstone  Arsenal;  Alabama-:  Operational  facilities;  re- 
seareb;  development;  and  test  facilities;  medical  facilities, - 
troop  kousmg;  and  utilities;  $5;&87;OOOt 

Savanna  Ordnance  Depot;  Illinois-:  Supply  faeilhies; 

v  |  |  tu\  <_  w  yn 

'ip  1  j  1  V/  V'  y  v/ V  V  • 

Bert  Bee;  Ubginia-:  Training  facilhiea  ami  troop  boosing? 


-(Obemieal  Oerpa)- 

Bort  Detrieb;  Maryland-:  Research;  development;  ami 
teal  facilities;  $2-70^00? 

Bogway  Proving  Oreand;  Utah :  Research;  devekip- 
mem7  and  teal  laeihtiea7  operational  facilities,  ami  utilities; 


$fhkr; 
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Bert  Hnaebuea;  Arizes  a-:-  Operational  faeili4ies7 
development  and  teat  -facilities;  and  utilities,  fU^dOyOOO. 
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-{Dorps  of 

F4rt  41  el  voir;  Firginia-r  Operational  facilities;  me4ieal 
faeilitl-e^  research;  development?  an4  lest  facilities;  ao4  ut4- 

I'tinCI  tl  ^70  OQO 
It'1?  FIP  1  T7^  *  v),Uv/V;. 

44>rt  Fastis;  Firgioiaa  44espital  an4  me4ieal  facilities; 

Oharleston  Transportation  Depot;  South  Carolina-:  Fam- 

;iv  1mnrln  o'  000 

11  Y  llUlllSlll^  y  \J\J • 

-{Me4ieal  Oorps)- 

4ospital;  OoJora4o-:  l\4e4ieal  facilities 

an4  uthitics;  $4&8;OUO. 
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-{First  Army  Aren-}- 

Fort  Do  von  sT  Massachusetts-:  Training  faehities;  $59; 
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-{Seeon4  Army  Aren{ 


tVt  Ft  4441  Military  Reservation;  Mirginia-:  -Training  fa- 
elUties;  $22-9,000. 

Fort  -Knox,  -Kentucky-:  Training  facilities;  maintenance 
f  facilities;  an4  community  facilities;  $2;- 
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Fort  Meade?  Maryland-?  Training  facilities,  medieal  fa¬ 
cilities?  and  utilities,-  $2,530-, -000? 

-{Third  Army  Arca)- 

Fort  Banning?  Georgia?  Training  facilities  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities?  $1?090?090? 

Fort  -Bragg?  Mortb  Garehnas  Operational  facilities?  main¬ 
tenance  fatalities,-  and  community  facility?  $4?2#8,000. 

Fart  Campbell?  Kentucky :  Utilities,  $#,'300,0907 

Fort  -Rucker?  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  i'aeili- 
ties  and  supply  facilities?  $2,(362,1 

-Fort  St 

{Fourth  Army  Arcaf 

Fort  Bliss?  Terns  :-  Operational  and  training 
troop  housing?  maintenance  facilities?  supply  facilities?  ad¬ 
ministrative  faeilities7  and  utilities?  $7,260,000. 

Fort  Sam  Hous-ton?  Texas :  Operational  and  training 

Fort  Slid  Oklahoma?  Operational  and  training 
and  maintenance  facilities?  $57337-,000. 

{Fifth  Army  Area)- 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas-?  futilities, 

Fort  Leonard  Woody 
medieal  facilities  and  utilities,  $593?000. 

Army  Support  Center?  St?  Louis 


1  1  1  f  o  L* 1 1 1  f  ino  4^0 

lie  IT  1  V  l"  1  ill  1 11 1  IFoy  rJJjw 
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Army- 

Port  Ord,  Qahfemia-r  Supply  faeilitiesy  $8Ad 
■Presidio  of  San  Praneiseoy  California-;  Utilities, 

<  )()o 

vmui 

-(United  States  Military 
Panted  8dales  Military  Academy  West  Pointy  Pear 
-Per  Pa  Pamily  housing  and  utditiesy  $6-, 303, 000.- 

•(Alaska  1  Wunand  Area) 

Pert  Grocly :  Pamily  housing  and  eennnonity 
|2,3957000.- 

Perl  Piehardsen-;  Training  faeilitiesj  $-3A47000. 

Tnsjf.ollofi  /  c<  o  1  >  /I  ftlliniOl’f  |Pr>  /  «i  1 1  Ti  f\c>  \ 
llwtmimwi  lb  (it  1  vt  L 7 1 1 1/  1/141  t  A  ell  ill  ML  b  ) 

tsingy  $-1 76 10-, 000. 

\T ovmns1  lGPoimiK1  •  Onovo  hi  ah  o  1  fo  i  { i  oeo. 

V  ell  luttn  inruTlUI  18  •  \>  I  HrrtT  L  I  Ttt  1  (UT 1 1  [  1  vny 

/n  1 1  f  l  r^s.1—  m i  mil  \t  fo  oi  lat  i  no  in  oil  l  oo  1  fo  r*i  1  i iiAc: 
trtv'lll  lit  o  «  otTjTpiy  lUvl IT l  it  o  j  II  lVvllvt IT  1  ( i  v  l  I  ltllo , 

faclitiesy  troop  housing,  community  facilities  and 
$29y03£,-000-: 

the  United  States 
-fPa-oifie  Command  Area) 
iawaii :  Peal  estaley  $90y000-.- 
Schofield  ParracPs.  -TlawniK  Training  facilities  and 
y  facilities-,  $lyA59-,-00t)r 

(  ^  >  i  t  >  1  I  J  \  1 1  /  ^1-iT  1  W  >1*  .  Oli  lllUA^'O  *  4-l>li  i  (>•  1  S\ mil  <  1  /  1  7  G(  )() 

vTct  1 1 1 T)  UC1VI I  ITj  \_/l\lI  lit  vv  cl  •  i  1  n  I  it  1 1 1  (ll  liltlCoj  gp— '  X  I  y  'V  • 

Pacific  Scatter  Systema  Operational  facilities-,-  maintc  ■ 
nance  faeilitiesy  troop  housinga  and  utditieSy  $3y4t)4y000T 
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riWioiiii  Oommand  Area)- 
-hort  Ae-bJ-aq  A  e  nd  Aones  Training  facilities 

~l-T i  w  t/\  •  i  i  til  ut1  i  O  (  *,1 1  S»  1  .1  (  )  Y  1  Qf  j 

J  1  M  I  IlW“  “XraMtTTTg-  TTtT7ll  Itlv'O  j  rff >  -L  ± • 

Oermanys  Operational  and  training 
n?mee  facilities?  supply  facilities?  community  faced  ties?  ami 
utditiesy  g-Wy^^OOOr 

-Italys  Operational  facilities?  maintenance  facilities?  sop- 
ply  facilities?  eomnnmity  faeiiilies?  troop  housing  and  utilities? 

-(Army  Security 

-Various 

mo  ii'ij  o n T~) r* r>  j  >ioi|i{  i / f rAmi  1 i it  fT  i  n o/Ti i* s  \  1  o  f* 1 1 
1  (  fvl  11  I  1  v  O  j  rl  lit  tilt  It  1  (  ti  1  tjvy  ill  vlUl  1  v  O  j  l  1  V  /  \J  j  7  1 1U  llulll  ^  y  111  v  1 4. 1  III  1  111  vll 

i-treoij  supply  facilities?  eomnntnhy  facilities?  family 
and  utilities?  $5?5 7^9007 

■  (Strategic  Army  (  Vnmnmicatkms)- 
■Various  loeatiens-7  Operational 
facilities?  and  utilities?  $1-,288,'Q09t 

8eOt  4Q2t  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 


acquiring,- 
stalling  permanent  or 
land  aeoufshion?  site 


or  He¬ 


nry  public  works,  i 


and  equipment  he  the  total  amount  of  fSdAdOyOOOr 

Seg.  10-3.  -(a)-  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cstab 


7 


1  lish  or  develop  Ann}-  installations  and  facilities  by 

2  big  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 

3  missionsy  new  weapons  developments?  new  ami  unforeseen 

4  research  ami  development  requirements?  er  improved  pro- 

5  duetion  schedules?  it  the  Secretary  of  defense  determines 

6  that  deferral  ef  seek  construction  fer  mehtsion  hr  the  meet 

7  1V)  1 1  1  |  Q  !»Tr  oj  i»n  fi{- 1  AT)  Q|1  fir  atm  70  ti  Ar>  /ji_  1TT<  ill  1  fl  1)A  meV)  r  t  IJi  e_‘  1/  n  >  f 

1 1 1x1  it  ill  j  v  /  UlioTXTtl  TTltoTT  ttlllilv/I  iZitlTTOir  >  >  ULlllL  T7T7  TiTv  v7 1  loin  t  v  1  IT 

S  with  interests  et  national  security?  ami  hr  eonnection  there- 


9  with  to  acquire?  construct? 

10  permarreiit  er  temporary  public  works 

no  r*fj  i  1 1  eg  ti/>n__  to  1  f  r\  l~UYtTPU*oil  ATI 
itL  vrct  101 1 xt7Tly  trixta  ]  f  i  U ■  I  / 1 1 1  rt  i  ioxiy 

12  equipment?  hr  the  total  amount  ©I  $b?( 

13  That  the  Secretary  oi  the  Army,  or  hie 

the  Committees  err  Armed  Services  oi  the  S 


q  or  install 
hrmt 
utilities?  and 

_  o  1 1  o  1  1  y\  a!  1  x  \  r. 
j  oil  till  ilUtliy 

-e  arrd  Souse 


15  oi  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  thru!  de¬ 
lb  eisien  to  implement  oi  the  eest  oi  construction  oi  any  public 

17  work  undertaken  under  this  section?  hrelndhrg  those  real 

18  estate  actions  pertaining  theretm  This  authorization  will 


19  expire  as  of  September  bO?  TbbO?  except  ior  those  pubiie 

20  works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed 

21  Services  oi  the  Senate  ami  Souse  oi  Representatives  have 


22  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  datm 

23  -(hf  Section  Sib  oi  the  Act  oi  August  bb?  4bb8-  -(7b 

24  Statr  bbb?  bbSj-  is  hereby  repealed  except  ior  those  public 
cS  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the 


25 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


8 


lees  on  Armed  Services  ef  tke  Senate  and  Sense  ef  Hepro- 
scntativcs  knve  keen  notified  prior  le  Ike  dale  ef  enactment 
ef  t-kis  Act, 

Secs.-  49S  -(a)-  St  accordance  wkk  tke  previsions  ef 
section  407-  ef  Ike  Act  ef  Soptcmkcr  4,  1954  -(OS  Stat. 
1119?  1-1-25)  7  as  amended,  tke  Secretary  ef  tke  Army  is 
authorized  te  eenstruet,  er  acquire  ky  lease  er  etkerwise, 
family  konsktg  fer  occupancy  as  puklie  quarters  and  eem- 
mtmky  facilities  at  tke  fallowing  leeatiens  ky  utilising 

te  tke  erevisiens  ef  tke 


Tvp  tl  A 

A  1  cttil 


t  and  Assistance  Act  ef 


1954  -(08-  Stat,  151)  er  tkrougk  etker 
ef  tke 


(vn  tic* 
TTTtTTo 


i  r<  1  nr>n  lit  niQ 
to  lui'ctiiui  1  o y 

Army  Security 


ee,  409  units. 
ey,  leeatien  42,  457  units  and 


-(kf  St  aeeerdanee  witk  tke  provisions  ef  title  IS  ef 
tke  -Housing  Amendments  ef  4955  -(09  StaS  040)  7  as 
amended,  tke  Secretary  ef  tke  Army  is  autkerizcd  te  een- 
struet  family  keusing  fer  occupancy  as  peklie  quarters  at 


SfHIDE  THE  4— NTTEI)  STATES 

ASAD00M  Sac  Sites,  575  units. 

Sort  Snack ii cm.  Arizona,  200  units. 
Sort  -Eustis,  Airginia,  229  unksT 
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40#  Dixy  blew  J-ersey?  200  anitsT 
40#  Ritchie,  M-ai-yland7  271  units? 


4  ort  Bragg?  4#)#h 


h  307-  units7 


40#  -Bliss?  Texas,  1-0100  unbar 
40#  II  <  h  h17  Texas?  000  unitST 
40#  Riley,  Itansas?  007  wtlOr 
40#  Leonard  Wood?  Missouri?  000  unitST 
00m p  Irwin?  Calif ornia,  440  unbar 
40#  0frd?  California,-  000  unbar 
40#  Knox?  Kentucky?  300  nitlts- 
40#  Devons?  Massachusetts?  -02-00  unbsr 
Oc-TSIBE  THE  4-NTTEB  0TATES 
Camp  Losey,-  40e#o  Rieo?  400  Htltec 
0e#  400t  -(a)-  Bubhe  Raw  05  244,  as  amended  Is 
amended  under  Ike  heading  ‘ ‘Continental  -TIniteb 
Stages”,  m  section  401-7  as  follows-: 

-(40-  kinder  the  subheading  --technical  -services 

17  strike  out  “$2,280,000”  and 


FACIEITIES 


insert  in  plaee  thereof  “$2,043,000”. 

-f2f  Under  the  subheading  “technical  -seevices 
EAdLiTlES  -fQuartermaster  Corps)— 7  with  respeet  to  blew 
C-eneral  Depot-,-  Pennsylvania?  strike  out 
and  insert  in  plaee  thereof  “092,000”.- 


-f3)-  Under  the  st 


U 


TECHNICAL  SEEV1CES 
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facilities  -(Signal  (dorps)-’- 7  with  respeet  te  -Bert 
Iluaelmcay  Aikonay  strike  eat  ^jj>4y936y09(P’  and  insert  m 
place  thereel  4$2y3-e0y0094 

-f4f  binder  tbe  subheading  -FiK-bf)  peaces  faohatiss 
-(-Filth  Army  Area)  -,  with  respeet  te  Fort  Bjeenard  Woody 
Misseariy  strike  ant  (>03,000—  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$5y054,0004 


-fbf  Babbe  4*aw  85  241,  as  amcndedy  is  amended  by 
striping  eat  in  clause  -(4-)-  el  section  503  tbe  ameants 
4f(44dy945y00tA  and  ^$204^94,000^  and  inserting  in  plane 
tbereel  -$448y404y900-  and  4f>395 ,580y000 ’  respectively  .- 

TITLE  44 


SeOt  304  P!ie  Seeretarv  el  tbe  bvawr  may  establish  nr 

*j  «/  «/ 


/  qtta  on 

tttTTTTrtrp 


installations  and  laeihties  liy  aeqairmgy 


rekakilitatingy  er  installing 


neat  er 


pablie  werksy  including  site 


atihties  and  ecpiipment  ler  tbe  loll  owing 


projects-? 


pN-SiME  TttE  4O0TEB  STATES 


HrHPVrvni)  eachtties 


Anv-al  8hipyardy  Besteny  Massachusetts-? 
laeilbiesy  $4y433y000r 

ivaval  Sbipyardy  -Broeklyny  Bow  Mark-?  Maintenance 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


11 


David  Taylor  Model  -Basin,  Dart 
earelg  devekvpntcnty  and  test  facilities,  $3 
Naval  Shipyard,  -Long  Beaeky  Oaldomdtu  & 
aeasuresy  $500,000-.- 
Naval  Submarine  Bascy  Nevr  London,  Oo-nncctieut ! 
Troop  lumsdig,-  utilities,  ami  real  estatey  $3,146y0007 

Naval  Sliipyardy  Portsmouth?  New  lTnnepsh-ire-7  Opera¬ 
tional  faeddiesy  and  niabdenanee  anti  production  faedddsy 
$3y407-,0007 

FLEET  LAEE  FAGHMS 

Naval  Station,-  Newport?  Bhode  TslantD  Operational 
dries?  $7j353,000. 

vr~"T~1  gtatieu?  Treasure  Islandy  OaliforndH  Utilities? 


AVIATION  FACILITIES 
-(Naval  Ad  Training  Statdns-)- 
Naval  Auxiliary  Ad  Station?  Mdruhan?  Mississippi-^- 
and  tradnng  faedddsy  supply  facilities?  and  ad- 
facilitics-y  andy  at  Outlying  Landing  Lieldy 
atinnal  and  training  facilities?  utilities  and  ground 
improvements?  and  real  estate?  $5yl  47-;009t 

Naval  Ad  Station?  Bensaetday  Ldridan  Community 
faeildics,  $400,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Ad  Statdn?  Whiting  Lieldy  Ulor- 
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12 


and  training  facilities?  an4  real  estate^ 


-{•Fleet  Sappart  Air  Statiansf 

Aam4  Air  Statiany  Cetnaarey  Gahfarnia-r  Oporatianal 
ami  towkg  facilities?  maintenanae  laeilitiesy  supply  facili¬ 
ties?  hospital  ami  nre4ieal  facilities?  a4ministrat:re  facilities? 
traap  haasing?  community  faeiUtiesy  an4  utilities  ami  groinfa 
improvements?  f^BySOAOOO? 

Avavui  Air  Station?  Miramar?  California-?  Operational 
foeilitiesy  #3057009? 

Aaval  Air  Station?  Oecana?  Virginia-?  Operational  faeili 

- 1  JL  r q  i»ni  a  \  i  y  \ 

1  nl  ill  lllvj  v  U I  J/ib  TTir  1J  l  cl  t  lUllu  I 

Marine  Carps  -Ancillary  Am  Station-  Beau  forty  Santh 

Marine  Corps  Air  Statinn?  El  Taro?  Californian  Opera- 

Marhie  Carps  Air  Eaeility?  Santa  -Ana,-  California-?  -Troop 
*4ng?  #2-,-21-6y009? 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station?  Anar  ay  Arizona:- 
ami  training  facilities?  maintenance  facilities?  an4 


traap  hausing,-  SnyOTOyOBO? 
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Xawal  Air  -Facility,  Jhwers  Field?  Andrews  A4r  -Force 
Rase?  Camp  Springs,  Maryland-;  Operational  facilities,  main- 
facilities?  and  troop  housing?  $4,054,000.- 
Adval  Air  Station?  Lakehucst,  Alow  Jersey:  Futilities? 


Ahvnl  Air  Station?  Fatuvent  River?  Maryland-:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities?  and  research?  development?  and  test  facil¬ 
ities?  $1,196,000-.- 

Re  seared?  development?  and  test  facilities,-  $333,000r 
Facifie  Missile  Range?  Point  Mugn,  California-:  Opera- 
tmnal  fatalities,  mamtenanee  faedrtres?  reseat  eh?  development? 
and  test  facilities?  sopply  facilities,  medical  facilities?  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,-  troop  housing?  community  facilities?  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements ;  at  Point  Argucllo?  maim 

ammunition  storage  facilities?  troop  housing?  community  fa¬ 
cilities?  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements ;  and?  at  vari- 

men-t?  and  test  facilities?  and  troop  housing?  $30?f 


14 


1  SUPPLY- 

2  l^Crea!  Supply  ©epop  Bayenne7  ¥evr  J ersey-:- 

3  istrative  klies;  $1-2-3,-0007 

{  Military  Medical  Supply  A  gen  ay,  Brooklyn  ¥ew  ¥  oiki 

5  Administrative  faeditk^  $11-37000t 

6  -Naval  Supply  ©epop  San  ©iego7  ©adieruia-r  Adminis- 


7  trative 


£es?  $100-, 000- 


8  MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

9  Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California :  Utili- 

10  ties7  $  1327OOOt 

11  Marine  Corps  Busty  Camp  -Lejeune,-  Nortk  Carolina-: 

and  training  facilities,  and  ammunition  storage 

ities7  fOS&BOO r 

Marine  Corps  Base7  Bwentynine  Falms7  California! 


14 

15 


and 


lu  1 1 1  f  me  o  m in ii  li  ili  aii  cif  ovo  (vn  1  * \  i  ■  i  1 1 
111  dill  IL'u  j  ctJllIlllli  111  1  vll  1  o  t  v  /  J  1  I  M  V  /  ittuilt 


16  ties7  and  utilities7  $©10-7,000: 
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ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Nava]  Propellant  Plant,-  Indian  Mead7  Maryland :  Po 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $0-7  2-, BOO? 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 


Naval  Academy,  Annapofey  Maryland!  P4ilities7 


24  Ploridas 
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■Naval  T-raining  Center,  Great  -Lakes ,■  Illinois :  -Troop 
ising,  anti  utilities,  $4,7-1-2,900. 

Naval  Static  ny  Norfolly  Virginia-,  Real  Estate,  $847000, 
Naval  Learning  Center,  San  Diegoy  California :  LPtditiesy 
$444,900, 


Naval 


MEDICAL  FACILITIES 
Research  Laboratory  New  London,- 
.emties,  $4579097 

T7  A  nTT  TrrrT?q 
-L’  xlvILlilEij 

Naval  Radio  Statioip  Buskin  Lakc7  Kodiaky  Alaska : 

iwllioV:  i  non 

Naval  Security  Groups  Activityy  Camp  Chiniak,  Alaska- 

Naval  Communication  Station?  Norfolky  Virginia : 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station?  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia-:  Maintenance  facilities,-  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  faeilitlesj  supply  facilities?  troop  housing,  community 
facilities?  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements ?  $3,957,090. 

Naval  Radio  Station7  Washington  Country  Maine-, 
Operational-  facilities?  maintenance  facilities?  supply  facili¬ 
ties?  community  facilities?  administrative  facilities,'  and 


ground  improvements,  $3,-l-79,000.- 
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Ruval  Radio  Station?  Winter  Harbor?  Mainer  Troop 
bousing?  $27T,OOQt 

emeE  of  naval  research  facilities 
Ravat  Research  Laboratory?  District  el 
Research?  development?  and  test  laeibties?  $  1 ,591-, ( 
Oetsi-be  the  Uniteb  & 


n  \ 


EA-fWEFEEES 


Raval  Ship  Repair 
laeibties? 


~  Ouam?  Mariana? 


Aaval  Station?  Acgentia?  Canadas  Troop  bowsing  and 
community  facilities?  $4?4-3-3?Q09. 

Raval  Air  Station?  Atswgi?  Japans 


J  w  xv/r 


Raval  Station?  Eermwdas  Troop  bowsing?  $295?0007 

Islands-:-  Operational  faeidties?  $70?Q-0Qt 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station?  Kaneohe  Ray?  Oahu,  Terri  - 
tory  ol  Ilawahs  Operational  laeibties?  $17,000. 

Rural  Station?  Roosevelt  Roads,-  Puerto  Rico :  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities?  hospital  and  meclieal  facilities,  troop  housing? 
community  laeibties?  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 

$3?5-7-9,000. 

« 

jfaval  Aif  rvintatn,  Botn,  Spain :  Operational  facilities, 
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ft 


Haval 
Hawaii: 
$4,-796000. 


Gentery  Pearl  -Harbery  Oahuy  -Territory  el 
facilities,-  and  administrative  lacilitiesy 


COMMUftICATIOft  ©AftMHES 
ITavnl  Security  Group  Aetivityy  Karamarsel,  Turkey  : 
Utilities,  $4-05,(100. 

rVaval  Radio  Paeility,  Rendenderryy  Horth  Ireland : 
Troop  housing,  $-26 7,000 , 

Aavul  Sadie  Statieny  -Lualualei,  Oahu,  Territory  ol  Ha- 

Aavul  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa,  Operational 
facilities-,-  $20130009, 

Ovaval  Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seea7  -Puerto  Pico :  U-tili- 
tiesy  $86,000. 

Aaval  Radio  Statieny  Wahia-wa,  Oahu,  Territory  ol 
Hawaii-:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements^  $27-4, ( 

¥-Vni>S  Aft©  BOCKS  FAetnmEB 
Pubho  Works  Gentcr,-  Guam-,-  Mariana  Isl ande¬ 
an  d  ground  improvements,  and  real  estatey 

■N  aval  Statnaiy  Guantanamo  Rayy  Guba-:  Utilitiesy 


Se©t  202,  The  Secretary  ol  the  Havy  may  establish  or 
develop  elassibed  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  aeguir- 
II.  R,  5674 - 2 
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ingy  eenstruetingy  eenvertingy  rehabilitating,-  er  installing  per¬ 
manent  er  temperary  public  werksy  including  land  aequisi- 

rnenty  kt  the  total  amount  el  $2 ly7 GhyOOOr 

Seo.-  203t  -(a)-  The  Secretary  el  the  klavy  may  establish 
er  develop  kfavy  installatiens  and  laeililies  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  neeessary  by  changes  hi  Aavy  mis¬ 
sions,  Hew  weapons  devdepmentsy  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements?  er  improved  produc¬ 
tion  sehedulesy  il  the  Secretary  el  Defense  dctennincs  that 
deferral  el  saeh  construction  lee  inelnsion  hi  the  nest  mili- 

with  interest  el  natienal  security?  and  in 
with  te  acquircy  construct?  convert,  rehabilitate,  er  install 
permanent  er  teinperary  publie  works,  including  land  acqui- 

ment,  hi  the  tetal  amount  el  ^hjOOOTOOIh  Provided-,  That 
the  Secretary  el  the  hfavy?  er  his  designee?  shah  netily  the 
foemmittees  en  -Armed  Services-  el  the  Senate  and  Sense  el 
Rcprcscntativesy  immediately  npen  reaching  a  final  deeisien 
te  implement,  el  the  eest  el  eenstrnetien  el  any  pnbhe  work 
undertaken  under  this  section?  ineluding  these  real  estate 
aetiens  pertaining  theretOT  This  authorization  wih  expire  as 
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of  September  90;  4960; 
eels  eenceming  which  the 
the  Senate  and  -House  ef 


fee1  these  public  works  proj- 
en  Armed  Services  el 
have  been  notified 


te  this  seetien  prior  te  that  date. 

-(b)-  Seetien  009  ef  the  Act  ef  August  20;  1-958  -(72 
Statv  696,  646)  is  hereby  repealed  except  fer  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  67 
en  Armed  Services  ef  the  Senate  and  House  ef 


jiTTnn  1^  m^A  Tv/v  oil 
11  V  Oo  litl  \  vl  U  v_"  Lit 

this  Aeh 


prior  te  the  date  ef 


O  A  A  _  /  o  \  Tii  ft  n  l  >  if  ~\tti  \  iLn  oi  ah  o  /  vl 

kJ  JkvITT  --  \J  jlT  t  it  j  All  til  UUluclllvU  W  lbil  Til  tv  1/1 U  V  loiUllo  vtt 

section  407  ef  the  Aet  ef  September  4y  -1954  -(68  Statr 
-1149;  1125)7  as  amended;  the  Secretary  ef  the  Navy  is 
authorized  te  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  fer  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com  - 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  fer- 

Agricultural  Drade  Development  and  Assistance  Aet  ef 
4954  -(68  Stab-  454)-  or  through  ether  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  ef  the  Demmodity  Okedit  07 


Naval  Station;  -Bermuda;  400  umtsr 
-(b)-  4n  accordance  with  the  provisions  ef  title  4N  ef 
the  Housing  Amendments  ef  4955  -(69  Statr  646)-,  as 
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the  Seeretary  ef  the  Nayy  is  authorized  to  eon- 
struet  family  housing  for  oceupaney  as  puhlie  quarters  at  the 
following  locations-* 

■Naval  Ammunition  Deputy  Charleston,  South  Carolina, 
40  unhsr 

Naval  Ordnance  Fest  Station,  China  Kahey  California, - 
000  unitsr 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  St-ationy  Fallony  Nevada,  400  units.- 
Naval  Air  Stationy  Glyneoy  Ceorgiay  220  unita 
Naval  Stationy  Key  West-,  Florida,  000  units. 

Naval  Air  Stationy  Kemoorey  California,  000  units 
Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Stationy  May  port,  F-loriday  40  unitsr 
■Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Stationy  Meridian,  Mississippi,  0244 
unit  s.- 


Naval  Auxiliary  Air 
4-7S  units.- 


>  .  AT oxTr  TK^yi or  T it i  t 1 n _ 

_1_  i  v  \ V  JrTTvyXxTT y  -Li U lHulcili  i 


Base,  New 


p  Conncetieuty  000 


Naval  Stationy  Newport;  Khode  Island,  000  unhsr 
Naval  Mine  Defense  -Lahoratorvy  Panama  City, 

42  units .- 

Marine  Corps  Sehoolsy  QuantieUy  Virginia,'  400  units. 
Naval  Nadio  Beseareh  Stationy  Sugar  Grove,  West 
-Virginia,  442  units. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


21 


Marine  Corps  Base,  TAentynine  Pa  bus y 


4-50 


units. 


Anval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Fieldy  Fieri  day 
220  units; 


Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air 
4-00  units.' 


g  Aumay 


Sb6t  205t  -{af  Ihdbic  Law  534y  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amcndedy  is  amended  hy  striking  out  in  section  202, 
■“$72,785,000”,  and  inserting  in  plaee  thereof  “$72y935y- 
000A  -(Of  -Public  Paw  034y  Eighty  third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  Cause  -f2}-  of  see- 
tion  002  the  amounts  “$72^785-, -000-?,  and  £‘$2 12,833,000”; 
and  inserting  respectively  in  plaee  thereof  <£$-72y035,90A- 
and  “$24-2, 080, 000A 

See.-  200.  -faf  Public  Eaw  908,  Ei-ghty-fourth  Con- 
gresy  as  amendedy  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inei-ee 
the  United  States-  in  section  204-y  as  follows : 

-{Aavei  Air  Training  Stations^  - with  respeet  to  the  Aaval 
Air  Stationy  Memphis  Tennessee,  by  striking  out  “$51-4-,- 
000—  and  inserting  in  plaee  thereof  “$004y090A 

-(2)-  binder  the  subheading  “aviation  fa-gietties 
-{Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)-^  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Stationy  Cherry  Pointy  Aorth  Carolinay  hy  strik- 
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mg  out  4$3A3tQ00-  and  inserting  in  plaee  thereof 

o  7 

“$330,000% 

-(b)-  Public  Eaw  06%  Eighty  fourth  Congress^  as 
flinondodj  is  amended:  hy  striking  out  in  clause  -(2)-  ^  see- 
tinn  402-  the  amounts  “$312 , ■004^900%  and  “$  160,7 1G',00G% 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$312,214,009% 

8®er  20%  -(a)-  Enhlie  Eaw  85 -2447  as  amended?  is 
amended  under  the  heading  Unsihe  the  Eniteh  States* * 


hi  s< 


o 


04y  as 


-(4)-  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
-(Marine  Eerps  Air  Stations^’-,-  with  respeet  to  the  Mamie 
Eorps  Air  Encility?  Aew  Eivcn  Aerth  Earolhng  hy  strik¬ 


ing  out  4$397(400—  and  Inserting  in  place  thereof  “$527000*-; 


MARINE  CORES  FACIL¬ 
ITIES**,'  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Ease7  Camp 
Pendleton7  Ealhomhp  hy  striking  out  %$4y400y000*-  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$E506,000**. 

-(h)-  Publie  Law  85  2447  as  amendedy  is  amended  un¬ 
der  the  heading  “Oetside  the  Eniteb  States^  in  section 

Ender  the  subheading  ‘ Aommunic ation  facilities** 
with  respeet  to  the  Aaval  Security  Ereup  Activity,'  -Istan- 
huh  -Turkey,  hy  striking  out  “$130,000**  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$£20,000% 
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-fe}-  Public  Law  85-2-447  us  amended7  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  elause  -(2)-  of  soetien  §02  the  amounts 

C7  and  “$3-34704-l7000^7  and 
in  place  thereof  U$23-074967000I,7 
^$48-3807000^  and  ^$334^490000^ 

TITLE  III 

See.  -304t  Tbe  Secretary  el  tfee  Air  Eeree  may  estab- 

1 1  Cj  1 1  AV  /I  atta|  AVI  I  i  j-p  vtt  n'l  C*  f  O  1 1  O  1 1  A  Q  O  T~l  c\  O  0 1  ]  1 1 1  O  Q  PeAinV  T 

XT  oil  \7i  ttU  1  UlUjJ  1 1 11 1 1 1 1  \  1  Y  Tllo  IcMl  ctriUllo  ttTTtr  TclUTTlrlvTo  tTy 
i  ii  o*—  q  f  vii  3  pr  .  cir\  Tl  T  T  rv  yf  l  ii  ev  y/^ll  fi  lii  1 1 f  O  4yn  (T  VAi! 

XXTg7  lU  llo  1 T 1  ItTrll  1^ y  v'u  1 I  V  v  i  tlll^  ^  I  L  Ilu  t7t  II I  o  Lx  11  1111  w 

permanent  er  temporary  pnblie  werleq  ineluding  site  prepa¬ 
ration  appurtenances,  utibtics7  and  equipment,  ler  tbe  leb 
■lowing  projects : 

Irsire  the  CAtte©  States 

AIR  ©EEENSE  OOJMMxVHD 


Duluth  Municipal  AirperO  Duluth, 
tienal  facilities-,-  maintenance  laedities7  and 


facile 


Geiger  Eicld7  Spekane7 


fa- 


Grand  Berks  Air  Eeree  Base?  Grand  Eorks7  Mertb 
tng  faebities7  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities  troop  bousing7  and  utilities-;  $2730-9,000; 

Air  Eeree  Ease7  San  -RafaeO  California; 
ulities7  and  -maintenance  facilities,  $1,285,000; 
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Ivt  It  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport?  Marquette,-  Michigan-? 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities?  supply  facilities? 
aclniinistmtivc  facilities?  community  facilities?  and  troop  hous- 

Kingsley  Field?  Klamath  Falls?  OrcgoiH  Operational 
facilities,-  maintenance  facilities,  an4  real  estate,  $955,000? 

Kinross  Air  Feree  Base?  Sault  Saiote  Marie,  Michigan-? 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities?  supply  facilities? 
and  troop  housing?  $1?755,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma?  Washington-:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  utilities?  $523,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base?  Minot?  Forth  Dakota-:  Training 
facilities?  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing?  and  utilities?  $-3?3-7470OO? 

Otis  Air  Force  Base?  Falmouth?  Massachusetts-?  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities?  and  supply  facilities? 


Oxnard  Air  Force  Base?  Oamarillo?  California : 
tional  facilities?  and  real  estate,  $2-55? 000? 

Richards  Gcbaur  Air  Force  Base?  -Kansas  Oity?  Mis- 
sourir  Maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities?  and  utih- 

Selfridgc  Air  Force  Base?  Mount  Olemens,  Michigan? 

litirg  tfcfi  1  O  (){)() 

ri  tJ  i  n  .  qpu  ±  imd  j  \  j\Fv7  . 
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Air  Force  Basey  Wcstharupton  Beach, - 
Yew  York:  Operational  faeddiesy  and  real  estate^  $-2-69,000. 
-T-yndall  Air  -F oree  Base,  Fan  aunt  Oily;  Florida-: 

tiesy  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $■ 1,266,000? 

ALASKAN  air  command 


O- 


Air  -Force  Base,  Alaska :  Community 
and  utilities?  $4,-181,000? 

-Elmcndorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska-:  Operational  faed- 
itiesy  maintenance  facilities,  supply  faeilitiesy  and  utilitiesy 
$1,150,-000.- 

Gnlena  Airporty  Alaska?  Ground  improvements? 
flOOyOOO? 

King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska-:  Supply  faeilitiesy  aud 
UtiliticSy  $4y000y000r 

Fadd  Air  Force  Base?  Alaska :  Maintenance  faeilitiesy 
$250y000? 

Vnia  /ah  c*  -1  f i /a.ia  c*  A  lei  clr n  •  avo  f  \  ^  1  o  i > /]  liim  rr 

»  ell  lvuu  lULullUllo'j  XiTctoKttT  V./  11 11  u  tin rtrtt  tlxl  11  tl  u  1 1 1 1  tt 

AIR  MA-¥EIteEIr  COMMAND 
Oriffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Borne?  -Yew  York-: 
f  noddies,  aud  supply  faeilitiesy  $07By000? 

Ffid  Air  Force  Basey  Ogden?  Ftah-:  Operational  faodF 

tiesy 
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•Kelly  Ah-*  Fierce  Basc7  San  Antonioy  Texas-?  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  faeilitiesy  and  atilitiesy  $ly303y000r 

^leOlofian  Ale  Keeee  Basey  Saeramentoy  Oalifomia-? 
Operational  facilities,  and  say  ply  facilities-,-  $1-,5487000t 

Olmsted  Ale  Force  Basey  Middletawny  lAnnsyKania-? 

medical  facilities-,-  aad  community  faeilitiesy  $2,676,000? 

41  obi  ns  Air  Force  Base,  Maeony  Georgian  Supply  faeili- 
tiesy  aad  troop  housing,-  $900-, ■ 000? 

■Tinker  Air  -Force  Base,  Oklahoma  Gityy 

Wright  Patterson  Air  Foree  Base,  Daytony  Ohion  Be- 
searehy  development,-  aad  test  faeilitiesy  aad  supply  facilities, 
$lBy4A8yOOO? 

Afft  BESEAECH  AN©  ©E¥EEOPMEN¥ 

Araold 


■Tennessee:  Bcscarchy  de¥elopmenty  aad  test  facilltics7  aad 

nOlifipr:  fiO Q  000 

Air  Force  Base,  Muroey  Oahfornia-?  Bcscarchy 
h  aad  test  faeilitiesy  aad  medical  facilities, 

$h-l-2y000. 

Eglia  Air  Force  Basey  -Valparaisoy  Florida :  Operational 

aad  test  faeilitiesy  $833,000. 

FEolloaraa  Air  Force  Basey  Alamogordo,-  Kew 
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eaty  awl  test  facilities,-  awl  atiktiesy 


Peseareky 

$909^0007 

Paurcnee  Ok  Hanscew  PieWy  Pekferky 
4mmng  faeilitiesj  awl  researeky  kevetepneenty  awl  test  faeik¬ 
tiesy  $2,P58yOOO. 

^Pn  fin p]r~  A  -it*  P nv/in  PoQOfl  TT1  AVI rlfi. '  O'nPTtl  Oti  fl  1 

T  cl  1 1 1U1V  1 1 1 1  a-vitJu  JlJ  tlovJ  y  V_y  UoU  tly  JL  I\_/I  illtl  •  \J  111  1  U  llUi  Ictl 

faeiktiesy  researeky  kevelepmenty  awl  test  facilities,  awl  real 
estatey  $4y823y000r 

iSacraaicato  Peak  Pyper  Air  Pesearek  Sitey  Alamogerkoy 
•New  Mesiee-r  Pesearek,  kevefepmeaty  awl  test  faeiktiesy  awl 

iifiiifi/'ici  oorv. 

lt  till  till  oy  ^vjl  vlyv  v7v7 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amariko  Air  -P orcc  Pasey  Amarillo,-  Texass  Traiaiag 

$4,838,000t 

James  Oomially  Air  Porce  Pasey  Waeoy  Texass  Opera- 

fin t i n  1  i  f i pq  1  (->  000 

LI  U 1 1  cl  X  Tct\JlTTLXv~l5j  Ipw  lo^lA/w. 

Air  Peree  Pasey  Saa  Aatoaioy  -Texass  Training 
3y  aak  utilitiesy  $l,-307y000r 
Pe-wry  Air  Peree  Pasey  Pea  very  Colorakos  Operational 
facilities,  $405,000; 

Matker  Air  Poree  Pasey  Sacramentey  Gakferniax  M-ain- 
faeiliticSy  supply  faeiktiesy  awl  eennaanity  faeiktiesy 


w,\ 


28 


!  Perm*  Air  Foree  Ease?  Shermany  Texas-?  Maintenanee 

2  faeilitiesy  $10S;000? 

3  Shcpparti  Air  Ferae  Easey  Wiehita  Fabsy  Texas?  Opera- 

4  tfonaf  facilities?  maintenanee  faeilitiesy  supply  facilities?  anti 

5  hospital  facilities?  $7,744,000? 

6  Vanee  Air  Foree  Easey  Eniti,-  Oklahoma-?  Operational 

7  faeilitiesy  $250,000? 

8  Webb  Ak  -Eofee  -Easey  Eig  Springy  Texas-?  Operational 

9  faeilitiesy  maintenanec  facilities?  atilitiesy  grounti  improxe- - 

10  mentsy  anti  real  csta-tcy  $2,193,000. 

11  Am  UNIVERSITY 

12  Canter  Air  -Foree  Ease-,-  Montgomery,  Alabama-?  Ati- 

13  ministrativo  facilities?  anti  troop  housing;  $1,915,000. 

14  Maxwell  Air  -Foree  Easey  Montgomery,  Alabama :  Oper- 

15  ational  faeilitiesy  $391,000? 

16  HEADQMRTE-RB  COMMAND 

17  Andrews  Air  Foree  Easey  Camp  Springs,  -Maryla.nti? 

18  Operational  faeilitiesy  maintcnaneo  faeilitiesy  supply  facilities, 

19  community  faeilitiesy  utilitiesy  anti  real  estatey  $21,357,000? 


Air  Foree  Easey  Charleston,  South  Carolina? 

i  faeilitiesy  anti 


21 
22 

23  faeilitics, 

24  Fever  Air  Foree  Easey  Fowry 

25  faeilitiesy  maintenanec  faeilitiesy  anti 
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luire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstowny  Few1  Jersey: 
Operational  facilities, ■  maintenance  faeilitiesy  and  utilitiesy 


Seott  Air  Force  Base,  Bedcxillcy  Illinois :  Supply  facile 


tiesy 


AHC  COMMAND 


Barksdale  Air  'Force  Base, 
Maintenance  facilities? 

Beale  Air  Force  Base, 
tional  faeilitiesy  supply  facilities,  and 


g  California :  Op  era  - 
improvements,- 


Bergstrom  Air  Foree  Basey  Austin-,-  Texas : 


Biggs  Air  Force  Basey  FI  Faso,-  Texas- :  Operational 
faeilitiesy  and  maintenance  faeilitiesy  $4-16y'0@0.- 

Blythcxillc  Air  Foree  Basey  Bl-ythcvillc,-  Arkansas : 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  faeilitiesy  and  troop  housing, 
$4y099,-000.- 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Foree  Basey  Ferny  Fndianan  Opera- 

f  1  All  O  1  fo  rollflDe  1 v>  f -ATI  Q  p  r*  f\  pi  1  ltipo  miimlil  -f  p  /T*i  1  ill  rvo  ri  ATT1 

LlOlltl  1  Ull  llllluo ^  11 1  ill l IT  L'lltl!  U  F  IcLUT  11  Irvoy  JStl  I  /  LH:  y  1  ctri i lTiT'oj  rVU  11 

ninnity  faeilitiesy  and  utilities,  ffl y7 2 5,-000: 

Carswell  Air  Foree  Basey  Fort  Worthy  Texas :  Opera- 

Castle  Air  Foree  Baser  Merced:  Californian  Mainte- 
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4 lilies,  ground  improvement  Sy  and  real  estate,- 


Chcnnault  Air  Borce  Basey  -Lake  Charlcsy  -Louisiana-? 
-L-ti-liticSy  and  ground  improvements,  $350y000. 

County  Air  Borne  Basey  Wilmington,  Ohio-? 

utditiesy  $1,075,000? 

Clin ton-Shcrman  Air  Boree  -Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma : 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facditiesy  and  supply 

^  $02-i-, ooo? 

Operational  faciliticsy  supply  facilities,  and  community  -faoili- 
tiesy  $264y000? 

Davis  M-onthan  Air  Borne  Base7  -Tuesony  Arizona : 
Operational  facilities,  ami  maintenance  facilities,  $895-, 000.- 

j  o 

Bow  Air  Borce  Basey  Bangory  Maine?  Operational 
■facilitiesj  maintenance  faeihtiesy  and  supply  facilities, 
$4,260,000? 

Byess  Air  Borne  Base,  Ahilene7  Texas :  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,-  $2927000? 

-Ellsworth  Air  Borce  Base,  -B.apid  City,  South  Dakota-? 
Operational  faeilitiesy  and  maintenance  facilities,  $4,44-5,000? 

-B airchild  Air  Borce  Basey  Spokane7  Washington-?  Oper¬ 
ational  facilit-ieSy  $458-, 000. 
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1  Forbes  Air  Foree  Basej  Fopeba7 

2  faeilitiesj  $-76-2,000.- 

3  1^rmiPl  O  _1_L_  W A  n»  T^ncrv  /'"Tli  r^TT^Yl  11 P  tta 

JL'  1  clllv.  lo  Tx  J  •  t  i  clx  1  v_"  1 1  ixir  JL  U 1  UU  _D lluUy  j  L'llliO^  i  V  V  U 

4  nbnga  A-dininistrativc  laebities,-  troop  boasing, 

5  facilities  anb  atbbios-,-  $1-46-1-,000t 


6 

7 

8 
9 


K  ocio 

JL)  cl  o  v  y 


ynr  _  \\  ATI  b  O  O  * 

j  W  y  Jjx  vJ  11 L illitl  • 


i*r>  rolifir^o  mim 
Til  “111  tllJoy  xtTlllI 


i>tii  r«i li Ft  oc1  on  tt  j-pxxil  i  f  i  r>o_  j  VAAT  V 

T ItUlTruitJJS ^  otTjTTJijr  TtXv^Tll llUoy  tdL taUl/ 

$3,711-, 000. 

7  Ftoribaa  Op- 


10  crational  faeibties7  $673617000-: 

11  San  ter  Air  Force  Base, 

12  tional  facilities  $440t000t 

13  Larson  Aar  -Force 

14  erational  facility  anb 

15  Lincoln  Air 

16  nance  faebities7  $161,000.- 

1  i  T  ii  f  f  1  o  T?  nolr  -A  1 1*  l^m-oo  Tl o  o  a  T  iFFI  o 

-1-  •  Tbit  ll\7  XtJtTvTxC  xtlr  JL  Ulxtj  TTtttJtTJ  -Lilt LIU 

18  Operational  faeibties7  $32-5j0007 

19  Loring  Aar  Force  Basc-,- 

20  faebities7  $48t000: 

21  MaeOib  Aar  Force  Base7 

22  faebbies  anb  snpple  faeilities7 

23  Malmstronr  Aar  Force  Base7  Orcat  Labs  Montanaa 

24  Maintenance  faeibtieS7  $1,0667000. 


rgiaa  Opera- 


na  Op- 


Seses  Lake7 

fo  r^ili  iioe 
ittv  ltrtl L  J5-j 

l  -TV ol o4F<y-  AFoi it i  P — 

tj  ii  L  UTtloIxcl  .  -Lix_  111111“ 


I__  \  1*  1  r  O  Y~>  C1  r\  c<  • 

L  j  111  IV  till  olio  • 


3M-  nm  Fr^n  a 
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rr  OpCfti- 


-r  Opera- 


Mar  ck  Air  Force  BascT  Bivcrsklc, 
tional  facilities,-  $67952-, OOOr 

McConnell  Ah  Foree  Ease,  Wiekita, 
tional  faeiliticsj  ank  community 

McCoy  Ah  Force  Bass  Orlanko7 
facilities  maintenance  facilities;  supply  facilities,  ank 

Mountain  Some  Air  Force  Bose7  Mountain  Seine, 
Slake-i  Operational  faeilities7  ank  troop  kousing7  $1 ,-364,0007 

Offutt  Air  Foree  Base,  Onnk^  FfekraslnH  Opera- 
tionai  facilities  maintenance  faeilitkso  onk  utiktiete  $478027- 
OOO7 

Bease  Air  Foreo  Basra  Forts-moutls  Acav  nmnp 
Operational  facilities-,  and  maintenance  facilities  $512, ■( 

rgk  Air  Force  Ease,-  Fiattsbargh,  FAw  Y ork : 
facilities  ank  ni-aintenanee  facilities  $17434, ( 

Biekark  Bong  Air  Force  Bass 
Operational  ank 
supply  facilities  akministrat  Ac  facilities  troop  bousnps  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  ank  utilities  $24t533t0007 

SI  / «1  nil  1 1  A  1 1»  4  vyoo  Tv oc/>  .Qq  1 >  n Ty'n  ns;  Air*  *  1 x c an  i  1  / 1 1  \  o  1 

1 1 ' 1 1  1 J  Hi  i  l.  -t  1 11  jL  vivl  T/TTuT”  <i  1/ <1111 1  ll  y  Ixlt  Ilni  1 5  •  U \  1  c  1 1/ 1  U1 1 1*  1 

facilities-,  $1,117,000. 

-Turner  Air  Force  Bose,  Albany;  Oieergia :  Operational 
facilities;  innintcnniico  facilities,  mt4  community  facilities. 
$1,505,000. 
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-Vandenherg  Air  Force  Base,-  Lompoc,-  Californiar?  Op- 
dlftiesy  and  real  estate,  $4472)007 
Walker  Air  F orcc  Basey  Boswell,-  New  Mexico :  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  ami  ground  improvements?  $942,OOOr 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster,-  Missouri:-  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities^  and  supply  facili— 
ties?  $2y400?000. 

Wait  smith  Air  Force  -Basey  Oseoda-,-  Michigan :  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,-  maintenance  facilities,-  supply  facilities^  and 
utilities,-  $2y484y0007 

TAG^iOAU  ATH  COMMAND 

Air  Force  Basey  Clovis-,-  New  Mexico:- 


1U|  1  WiA 

1  Itl lie  vj 


Air  Force  Bascy  Alexandria^  Louisiana :  Op¬ 
erational  facilities-,-  maintenance  facilities,-  supply  facilities, - 
and  atditiesy  $2,468,000. 

George  Air  Feree  Base  -Wetorville,  California-:  Hospital 
faeilitiesy  $2y222,000-7 

Langley  Air  Force  Basey  Hamptony  4-irginias  Mainte¬ 
nance  faeilitiesy  $5402)00. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  -Force  Basey  Myrtle  Beaehy  South 
Carolina-:  Maintenance  facilities,  $4547000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Basey  Las  -Vegasy  Nevadan 
faeilitiesy  and  maintenance  faeilitiesy  $072-( 

Id.  B,  5674 - 3 
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Se-wart  Ah1  Voree  Basey  Smyrna^ 
nnnee  faeditiesy  $-3,2497900t 

tScymottP-J olmseen  Aar  4-oree  Basey  Ooldsboroy  Aortb 
Oarodnas  Operational  and  training  nteditiesy  maintenanee 
laeas  ties,  supply  facili ticsy  twop  liousengy  anil  utiliticsy  $3y- 
4504>99r 

Straw  Air  Aortic  Base,  Sumter-,-  South  Carolina-;  M-ainte- 
nanee  faenlitiesy  $745,0097 

■Williams  Air  Voree  Basey  Chandlery  Arizonan  Opera¬ 
tional  faeditiesy  and  maintenance  faeditiesy  $2-lByO0t4 
APR  DRAFT  EOETEOE  AND  WAREiEG  SYSTEM 
-Van one  locations  ■:  Operational  faeditiesy  maintenanee 

l-.i  /  « i tt  \ / . i ]  i  1 4 r\ i *  i r i  r* /I  i c* » 1 1  f\~>  / «i ,1 1  f  i o  /I  > ii neliM  tnTG 
1  tlvjlll 111  Oj  Ml  17  j/i  y  lUi  lill  lvLij  1 1 1 V UUjcli  1  (lv  » Tit T Y  o  j  clulnllllull  clll  V  U 

facilities^  family  housingy  troop  housingy  eomm unity  faedli- 
tiesj  utilitiesy  and  real  estatey  $47-y405y090r 

Outside  tee  Beitbd  States 


MTEITABY  ATE  TRANSPORT  SBEYIOB 


Various 

^A44P990t 


■ditiesy  and  utilities^ 


PADIF-IO  ATE  EOUe-ES 


niundy  facilities,  and  utditksy  $2,211-, 000. 

Various  Ioeations-:-  Operational  faeditiesy  maintenance 
faeditiesy  supply  faeditiesy  hospdal  faeifitiesy  medieal  faeil 
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111  1A  O  1  VAA1  \ 

I l  11  Aj  l  I  V  ' *  *1  * 


3 


821^352,0007 
STRAT-B^  ie  -a-fr  -ee 

Ale  Ptw€  Bane,  Guann-  8n+pply  facilities  and 


6  Barney  Ale  Imree  -Basc7  Pne-rto  Bico-r  Operational  faeili- 

7  ties  and  supply  facilities  fcdOOdlOOr 

8  Yarions  loeatfens-r  OjHAational  facilities  maintenance  fa- 

9  eddies  snpply  facilities  troop  lionsnss  eonnnnnity  facilities 
10  and  atilities  I^OGjOOOr 


11 


U-N-ITEU 


es  aer  f-oroes  m  ei 


12  Adriens  locations:  Operational  facilities 

13  facilities  medical  facilities,  troop  fn>nsiny7  et 

14  ties  and  $8^590, 000. 

15  UNITED  STATES  SEGUEI-TA  SrER-V-I-OE- 

16 


17  facilities  snpply  facilities  troop  Boosing  community  faeili- 

18  ties  and  utilities  84,908,000. 


19 

20 
21 
22 
23 


YariooS 


AER-CRAFT  EON 


facilities,  $1-05,000- 


.  \  ajta  Wr  V 

xnTTT  iTTtitrrriTtT 


Varioas  locations :  Operational  facilities  maintenance 
lilies,  snpply  facilities,  medical  facilities 
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y  community 


37  utilities^  an4 


faeilitiesy  troop 
ground  4 

See?  402t  Ebe  Secretary  el  tbe  Air  -Foree  may 
Of  develop  elassided  military  installations  and  faedities  for 
ballistic,  strategies  and  defense  missiles  and 
detection  by  aequir-ingj  eonstruotingy 
tatingj  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 

iitilitfcsy  an4  eqaipment  in  tbe  total  amount  of  $44^7544,0907 
SeOt  404t  -fa)-  4be  Secretary  of  tbe  Air  Eoree  may 

Afitn  Til  i  AV  /I  OTTeI  AH  A  1 V  TT  /  av  «/\  All  q  0  11/1  f  o  aj  |  xl  iac;  JLiil. 

Uo  Iclolloli  U1  U6  V  ElU  IJ  llll  4  U1  eu  111b  LMllMl' 1U  11a  Mil  11  v.  b  t)T 

r\^A  AAArli-n  A'  Tin  fli  AAUCitellofl  An  1  n  f  \  /I  i''  n  Q  Q  r*  ^  VT7  Iatt  /«!  \  v>  /  >  y  i  lj  rn 

U1  UCuLUlllc  W  1  111  “Ullijtl  ttutlUll  HIM UU  llUvJx/ubMl  V  Try  VI 1  cT  1 1  Vn  111 

Air  Eoree  missionsy  new  weapons  developments-,  new  an4 
unforeseen  research  an4  development  requirements,-  or  im- 

tcrmincs  tbat  4ef-erral  of  sueb  construction  for  inclusion  in 
tbe  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  witb  interests  of  national  security,  an4  in  eon- 

or  install  permanent  or  temporary  pubbe  works?  including 

an4  equipment?  in  tbe  total  amount  of  $5,009?090-r  Pre- 
wded;  Ebat  tbe  Secretary  of  tbe  Air  Force?  or  bis 
shall  notify  tbe  bommittees  on  Arme4  Services  of  tbe 
an4  House  of  -Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 
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linnl  decision  to  i 
any  public  work 
these  m4  estate  actions 
tien  will  expire  as  el 
public  works  projects 


el  the  cost  el 

fll  l  i  <  noel  i  /Art _  n 

'ill Q v  JL  1 111^  ISv. U LI U 1  ly  tj 

kll  OlV U  1  c*  41  1 1 1  ll  Al*l  ^70 

L11C  1  V  I  T7 •  M  J  11  *5  <1 1  tt  II VH  116(1 

ber  bOy  4660y  except  ler  lb  esc 
which  the  Committees  en 


Services  el  the  Senate  awl 


hnrn  bnnia 
TTTtvtT  UVV  I  I 

date? 

or 


pursuant  to  this  section  prier  te  that 


bOb  el  the  Act  el  August  bOy  46b8  -fkb 
Statr  6b6y  655)  is  hereby  repealed  except  ler  these  public 

en  Armed  Services  el  the  Senate  and  House  el  Representa¬ 


tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  el 
this  Aetr 

Sec.  304:  -fa)-  kn  accordance  with  the  previsions  el 
section  40k  el  the  Act  el  September  4-y  40b4  -(68  Stah 
444-0y  l-l-b5)-3  as  amended-,-  the  Secretary  el  the  Air  -Force 
is  authorized  to  eonstructy  er  acquire  by  lease  er  othcrwiscy 
housing  ler  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com 
at  the  following  locations  hy  utilizing  foreign 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  el  the  Agri- 
Fradc  -Development  and  Assistance  Act  el  1954 
-(68  Stat.  45-1)  y  er  through  ether  commodity 
el  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation : 

Various  locationsy  Franeey  bOO  unitsr 
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Alconbacy  RAF  8tatian7  Faked  IFngdang  333  units 
and  ceaHiHHuty  facilities? 

Bontwators  RAF  Statiany  Faked  Fingdang  487-  unks 
and  community  facilities.- 

Eurdeeap  Park  Hospita-ly  Faked  Itingdang  4f>3  units 
and  community  facilities  .- 

Crougktaa  RAF  Etatiany  Faked  44ingdeng  34  units? 

Grecakant  Famnian  RAF  Etatiany  Failed  Fingdang 
43k  units? 

4Fgk  Wycombe  RAF  Ftatiany  Faked  Fingdang  433 
unks? 

Fa4eakeatk-44i-ldeitkuk  Areay  Faked  Fagdang  468 
units  aud  kaspkal  facilities? 

Ruislip  -(West-)  RAF  rkatkug  Faited  Fingdang  eam- 
nmnky  facilities. 

Sculthacpe  RAF  Etatkng  -Faked  IFngdang  64  auks 

Watford  RAF  8tatkng  Faited  Fingdang  34  uaits? 

RAF  Htufiaa?  -Faited  Fingdang  eone- 


Wuadkrklgc  RAF  Station?  -Faited  Fingdang  earn- 

lo  ai  |  f  1  nr. 

1  itvll  l  lvJot 

laeatiansy  343  units  and  eaaaauaky  faekkies? 
-fbf  4a  accordance  wkk  tke  provisions  af  tklc  4F  af 
tke  Housing  Amendments  af  49kk  -(60  Stat?  643fy  as 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


39 


ainendedy  the  Becretmy  el  the  Air  Iww  is  authorized  to 
eons!  met  family  housing  lei1  occupancy  as  pubhe  garters  at 
4 he  following  loeationse 

-Blythe-vil-le  Air  44>ree  Basey  Arkansnsy  470  units? 

Bunker  4491  Ala  4Mree  Base,  India nay  300  unAs? 
e  Air  Force  Basey  Fhnoisy  4-80  units? 

AA  Ferce  Basey  South  Garolinay  300  units? 
Glinton  (Aunty  Air  imree  Basey  Ohio7  4-00  units? 
Ghnton-Sb emaan  AA  4*nree  Basey  Oklahonray  300  units  ? 
Golumbus  AA  Force  Basey  Mississippiy  340  units? 

/^'S*o  }  fy  \  1 1*  ^Aiv«^  T-^o  nr*-  \  1  n  l>n  ivyu  O  unit  n 
v  itti^  xxtr  F  141  vV  TTtfovJ  xlUlUtUilU  y  —  \jxj  1  till  t  Sc 

Dover  AA  Force  Basey  Dclawarey  300  units? 

Dow  Air  Force  Basey  Mainey  480  unAs? 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Basey  Booth  Flakotay  44)0  units? 
Glasgow  A4r  Force  Basey  Montana,  000  units? 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Basey  Aorth  Dahotay  4-70  uniter 
Keeslec  AA  Force  Basey  Mississrppiy  340  units? 

-Kinross  AA  Foree  Basey  Michigan,  380  units? 

44?  4?  Sawyer  AA  Force  Basey  Mi  chi  gaiy  300  unhs? 
Barson  AA  Force  Basey  Washington,  330  units? 

Kauglb in  AA  Force  Base,  -Texas,  440  units? 

Boring  AA  Force  Basey  Mainey  4-44  units.- 
Mahnstrom  AA  Force  Basey  Montanay  000  unhs? 

Mather  AA  Force  Basey  CalAornia,  330  units. 

Minot  AA  Force  Basey  Aorth  Dakota,  330  units? 
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Moody  Air  Foree  Base,  Georgia,  500  unita 
Mountain  Some  Air  Force  Base,  bdaboy  000  nnita. 
Gffutt  Air  Foree  Base,  ibebraskay  000  nnita: 

Bravis  Air  Force  Basey  California,-  000  unite. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base?  Tex-asy  500  units 
V ancc  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma, 7  4-70  unita 
Mandenberg  Air  Force  Basey  California,  400  units . 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,-  Missouri,  000  unita 
-Wurt smith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  000  nnita 
SfiOr  OOOt  -fa}-  Public  Baw  85-244,  as 


rs 


amended:,  anOcr  the  heading  -Outside  the  United 
States’’  in  section  304y  as  follows-: 

Snder  the  subheading  “aeaskan  Aift  command", 
with  respect  to  Badd  Air  Force  Base,  strike  out 
-‘$17030,000-'  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$4y0-90y000". 

-(b)-  Public  Baw  85-544,  as  amendedy  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  -fO)-  of  section  005  the  amounts 
‘^$400^00,000^-,-  and  -“$607,-4  60-j000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  AAOO,0707000^  and  ^OOTyTOOyOOAC  respectively. 

BeO:  300.  -fa)-  -Public  Baw  80-680,  is  amended,  under 
the  ] leading  -Inside  the  United  Stater”  in  section  004 

a  o  w  vl -M  \  A V l<  » 
fto  I  w  I H  '  \\  n  . 

binder  the  subheading  Astra  teeth  ate  command" — 
-f-4)-  with  respect  to  Mahnstrora  Air  Force  Basey 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


41 


(great  -Falk,  Montana,  strike  out  “-$1,8327000”  and 
insert.  in  place  thereof  “$2-1827000”.- 

-(-2)-  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha. 
Mehrn ska ,  strike  out  “$3,205tOOO”  and  insect  in  place 
teeflf  313^90,0003 

-(44)-  with  respect  to  Richard  Bong  Air  Force  BaseT 
F-ansasvillo,  Wi  seen  shy  strike  eat  “$15,552, 000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1 67655,0004k 
-(h)-  Bnldie  Law  85  68%  Is  amended  by  striking  ent  In 
clause  -f3)-  ef  section  502-  the  amounts  “$5  k2-1-t)-t700t)”  and 
-“$052-,  115,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$544,- 
2397000^  and  “$954-, -1 .9-3,000”,  respectively, 

-TITLE  IM 

n  TTi  ATiy  77  4  t  nnmue  t  /  \atis 
U-LTTPjltAl]  1  liu  V  JVllUllD 

See,  401.  The  Secretary  of  eack  military  department 

ties  under  this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  3048  and  3734 
of  the  -Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  -{31  E.S.C.  52-0-;-  40 
E-.S.-G-.-  259y  263-) -7  and  sections  47-7-4  (d)  and  07-74-{d)-  of 
title  IO7  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  plaee  perma- 
nent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority 

vision  incident  to  construction.-  That  authority  may  he 
exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  apnroved  under  section 
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3155  el  ike  -Revised  Statntesy  as  amended  -(40  U-.S.C.  255)-,- 
and  even  though  the  land  is  held  tempera ri he  The  author¬ 
ity  te  aeqttirc  real  estate  er  land  melndes  authority  te  make 
and  te  aeqnire  lamb  and  interests  m  land  -(Inelndlng 
rary  nse-fy  hy  gh-ty  pnrehasey  evehange  el  Government- 
ewned  landy  er  otherwise. 

8eOt  402.  There  are  anthemed  te  he  appropriated  saoli 


snms  as  may  he  neeessary  ler  the  pnrposes  el  this  Aety  hot 
appropriations  ler  pohhe  works  projeets  authorized  hy  titles 
ky  44y  Illy  and  4U  shall  net  exceed — 

-(4}-  ler  title  4r  Inside  the  -United  8tatesy  $86,505,- 
OOOy  entside  the  United  gtatesy  $24y240y000y  seetien 

el  $-l-99y045,000. 

-(■2 )  ler  title  44s  Inside  the  United  htatesy  $1 13  ~ 
954y000 ;  entside  the  United  Utatesy  $42y2057000 ;  see¬ 
tien  202y  $21,705,0007  seetien  403y  fOyOOOjOOO ;  er  a 

-f 3)-  ler  title  Uhls  Inside  the  -United  Statesy  $29hy- 
UOOyOOO ;  entside  the  Unhed  Htatesy  $65y081y000;  see¬ 
tien  304  $113,511,000;  seetion  303y  $5y000y000y  m 

^  0I  ^  ^  m  ^  o  o  (^)  (") 

Sms-403t  Anv  el  the  amounts  named  in  titles  U  44 
and  141  el  this  Aety  mavy  m  the  diseretien  el  the  heeretarv 
eeneerned,  he  inercased  hy  5  per  eentnm  ler  projeets  inside 
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the  United  States  -(ether  then  -Alaska-)-  and  by  40  par 
centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  Staten  or  in  Alaska^ 
However?  the  total  cost  at  all  projects  in  each  soak  title 
may  not  ha  more  than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  ha 
for  projects  m  that  titlar 


Sec.  404.  Whenever — 

-(4)-  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
seetlon  234-3  (b)  of  title  40?  United  States  Gede?  for- 
eontraets  made  under  this  Aet  for  the  establishment  or 
development  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in 
foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out 
of  this  Act;  and 

-(2-)-  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade- 

/mintolTr  O  11  fl  J-4 1 1)  n»  t  1~>  A  o  a  CAllfvn  t4f  C  * 
l|lul  l  Li  j  UtlllTl  llli^  tiTUoU  I'Ullrl  ctv  to  y 

the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  require¬ 
ments  of  that  section^ 

SeGt  400t  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the 
United  States  for  performance  within  the  United  States?  its 
-Territories  and  possessions,  under  this  Aet  shall  he  executed 
under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Gorps  of  Engi¬ 
neers?  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Wards  and 
Docks?  Department-  of  the  Wavy?  unless  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  determines  that  because  such  juried! otio  n  and  super 
vision  is  wholly  impracticable  sueh  contracts  should  he  exe- 
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eiited  under  tbe  b 


partment  or  Government 
insofar  as  praetieabiej  on  ft 
responsible  bidden  if  tbe 
paired  and  tbe  award  is  e 


and  shad  be  awardedy 
?  basis  to  tbe  lowest 
will  not  be  im- 
witb  ebapter  43b  of  title 
ies  of  tbe  military 


44b  United  States  Godev  Jbe 
departments  shaft  report  semiannually  to  tbe  President  of 
tbe  Senate  and  tbe  Speaker  of  tbe  blouse  of 


fives  with  res 


to  all 


on  other  than  a 


competitive  basis  to  tbe  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Se6t  406;  As  of  July  4^  4-9007  ^df 
military  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  tbe 
of  a  military  department  in  eenneetion  with  tbe 
ment  or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities, 
and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  therefore  that  are 
in  Acts  approved  before  August  34-7  1-90-7,-  and  not 
or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization 
are  rc-pcalcrb  exeept — 

-(4}-  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Aets  in 
the  titles  that  contain  the  general  previsiens-j 

the  authorization  fnr  public  works  projects  as 
to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  ebfmated  for 


f yn  nv  »n  w 

n  It  I  Ml'tTI  T7  I  TTTTTTT 


in  whole  or  in 
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part  before  July  47  40007  and 


for  appro 


-fB-)-  the  authorisation  for  the  rental  guarantee  for 
family  housing  hi  the  amount  ot  $40070007000  that  is 
eontained  in  section  802  el  the  Aet  of  July  -hfy  495-2 
-{00  Btatr  OMy  022)y 

-f4f  the  authorisation  for  the  development  of  the 
tine  of  C onnnmiieationsj  Nraneey  in  the  amount  of 

^  1  A  00  ()  Q(  f]}o  f  1  run  1  fo  in  p/1  1 1  >  1 1 1]  a  T_  QPpflAH  1  AO 

luj  VV./V  v/  \j  \T  tllUt  To  V.U11  lilUHJU  111  trtlU  JL  j  oeUllUll  T\7^ 

of  the  Aet  of  July  44j  4952  -(00  Statr  0007  009)  7 

(  \  1 I  *  /  >  nil  ill  1  >1*1  7o|~ini  >  (1  \ }'  A  otta]  aiaiyi  on  t  /  \  f  r*  1  o  cuj  1  -fn  i  1 

t  tj  J  l/llU  till 1 11 U1  IZicU  lUll  1  Ur  Ho  \  L  lUlplllL  1 1  u  tlx  Ulclooillou 

»  title  I;  section  102,  of  the  Aet  of  September  887 
4884  f68  Stofc  8867  848ft 

( llr r\  aiifli  Aviga  f  iryn  fn i*  Till lxl  1  n  TTTAv1>ro  o  t~> /I  Fat*  f  It  <  > 

l  t/l  txltj  rt  1 1 1 util  iziMTitll  1  xt7r  TjtriJiii;  \\  Mlltl  itlr  tJUtr 

appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Aet 
of  April  4j  4954  -(08  8tatr  47 ) ,  as  amended ; 

-fTf  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  seetion  507 
of  the  Aet  of  August  20T  4958  -(72  Statr  0807  004-f, 
the  authorization  fors 

-{a)-  family  housing  at  a  classified  installation 
in  the  amount  of  $2t284t000  that  is  eontained  in 
title  4y  seetion  4047  of  the  Aet  of  July  ITy  1955  -f  09 
gtatr  8247  828H 
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/  l  i  \  r<l i / \ /l  fii  r*l  1 1 1 1  ]  l )  f  1 )  a  01)1  All  1 1 /  if 

I  '  '  I  v.1  ilo o  11 1  v  u  1  civ  1 1 1 1 1  vJ i  >  111  till/  cl  1 1 1UU  lit  111 

000  Owl  is  contained  in  title  f  seetion  402-,-  el  ike 
Act  el  July  4A  4000  -(00  Stak  3247  028ft 

-(e)-  tke  Irftited  gtates  -A rn iy7  Europe  in  tke 
amount  el  $0,020,000  tkat  is  contained  in  title  4 


seetion  40-0  el  fke  Ael  el  Audits!  07  4000  -(40  gtat- 
0047  004fi 

-(d)-  Ike  Oarikkeen  Command  Area,  in  Ike 
amount  el  $-l,0007000  Ikal  is  eentained  in  title  A 
seetion  104,  el  Ike  Ael  el  August  A  1006  -(-70  Stak 
0047  004ft 

-(e)-  classified  facilities  in  tke  amount  el  $0^000— 
000  Ikal  is  eeutained  m  title  I7  seetion  40A  el  tke 


Ael  el  August  A  4006  -f 70  gtak  0047  004ft 

_ / f  \  1  «r>  /I  nPi^in^iti  mi  n.i i  /l  /  ctf  1*11  rA » / \  a\th  1 

rT  I  lei'll  vT  tTtjVtttTTSTTTtlTT  tttTTT  t"MT  1  tlL  tlUl  1  1  Lilli  4  V  111 

I/m»  Hi  ( >*1 )  f  a]  ao  yn  1  >  e./  \  in  f  1 1  / 1  0  ill  AHn  I  cA  ^k7  ,rii  1  Q(  o  ( 

1  v fi  1 1  fig  1 1 1  v  1  L  ft  I  Mil Q  111  LI  1  v  (11 1 I  '*Ttl  1 1  v/r  rjp  I  tj  1  yt'vv  at 

various  locations  tkat  is  contained  in  title  447  section 
2047  under  tke  keading  “Continental  United 


States11  a-nd  sukiieaUmg  -aviation  facilities 


u 


(gpeeial  Uurpese  Air  gtatiensf^  el  tke  Act  el  July 

IK  /CO  Shit  30  1  33Qt  a-ti  nintnirlorl  • 

1  TT7T7T7  y  l  )  »/  nttttT  0-1  ,  T/TT-Ty  tin  f  l  1 1 1  ti  1  Ul  u~ 

-(g)-  operational  facilities  in  tke  amount  el 


$7007000  at  tke  Aaval  An-*  gtatierp  Jacksonville, 
U1or?da7  tkat  is  contained  in  title  447  section  20-f 
under  tke  keading  Inside  we  United  States” 
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ank  sukkeaking  -(Fleet  Sup- 

pert  Air  Statiensf-1  in  ike  Aet  el  August  3y  4996 
f79  Statr  994-  996%  as  amenkeky 

fkf  tke  autkerkatien  fee  tke  eeustruetien  el 
family  keusing  eentainek  m  tke  Aet  el  July  49y 
4-999  -f69  Statr  399-)-,  te  tke  extent  tkat  seetien 
994  el  tke  Aet  el  August  30y  4999  f79  Statr  93% 
999%  make  a¥akakle  seek  autkerkation  fee  tke 
eenstruetien  ef  family  keusing  fee  tke  Department 
ef  tke  Aemy  at  Garksle  Farraoksy  Fennsykaniay 
Feet  Benjamin  FEarriseny  Inkianay  ank  -Feet 
Shafter,  Hawaif  auk  fee  tke  Department  ef  tke 
Are  Feree  at  Sunkaneey  Wye-mingy  auk  at  feue 
leeatiens  eutsike  tke  kkuitek  Statesr 

-(if  tke  autkerkatien  fee  tke  eenstruetien  ef 
mekk-af  faeikties  in  tke  ameunt  ef  $9y000-,-000  fee 
Camp  Aaekseuy  Seutk  Carolina,  tkat  is  eeutainek 
in  title  ky  seetien  101,  ef  tke  Aet  ef  July  4-9y  4999 
f99  Statr  9My  399% 

S-EOr  497k  Seetien  94-9  ef  Ike  Aet  ef  kuly  49y  4999 
f99  Statr  324y  399%  as  amenkeky  is  fuetkee  amenkek  te 

tv  k  o  o  i  /  \  1  ny’O-* 

I  v  U  ll  tto  I U  1 1 U  >  i  u  • 

ASEGr  949t  During  kseal-  years  1999  tkeeugk  ank  in- 
fkmling  -14)6%  tke  Seeretaries  ef  tke  Aemyy  Aasay  ank  Aie 
Fereey  respeetAelyy  are  autkerkek  te  lease  keusing  faek- 
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hies  at  or  near  military  taetieal  installations  for 
as  pnhlie  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  dcpend- 
entsy  if  any  with  eat  rent  at  charge  upon  a  determination 
hy  the  Secretary  el  4)ofcnse7  or  his  designey  that  there  is 
a  laeh  of  adeqaate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  saeh  military 
tactical  installations^  Saeh  heasiaa  facilities  shall  he  leased 


ea  a  family  or  individual  amt  basis  and  not  more  than  seven 
thousand  hve  handred  of  saeh  anits  may  he  so  leased  at 
any  one  time:  Expenditures  fer  the  rental  ef  saeh  housing 
facilities  may  he  made  oat  of  appropriations  available  for 
maintenance  and  operation  hat  may  not  exeeed  $4d0  a 
month  for  any  saeh  unit.” 

Secs  408t  fiahsection  -(a)-  of  section  400  of  the  Aet  of 
August  0O7  4007-  -(74  8tatr  hOA  ooO)-T  as  amendedy  is 
amended  to  read  as  fehewss 


of  any  other  lawy 


and  effective  duly  47  40d8j  no  family  housing  anits  shall 


.Ka  /v/vn  f  to  oti'A  ( V  m*  ac 
TTtv  L/Ull  1 1  ttUt  vtl  Tt7r  trr 

ts  or 


at  or  in  support  of  military 

■ill  >  Ci  oof  liol  IV  1  lmltoi*  n  vnf  n 

TTiu  Llvl  tlctl  11  LLxll L/ vl  U1  tUlltij 


has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  mili¬ 
tary  construction  aathorization  Aet  except  -(4)-  housing  umts 

to  the  provisions  of  seetion  404  of  the 
of  40hh-j  -(d)-  rental  guarantee  family 
housing  authorized  tinder  seetien  dOd  of  the  Aet  of  July  44j 


40dd  -(GO  Statr  000y  0dd)y  and  -(d)- 


units  leased 
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for  Kerens  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  nofi  or  for  terms 
©I  net  more  than  five  years  pm  suanfc  to  the  provisions  of 
section  2675  ©I  title  40j  United  State©  Code/’ 

Seo.  409t  -Title  40j  United  States  Uodey  is  amended 
as  tofioWSr 

-(a)-  Section  1-7-74  is  amended  fiy  adding  tfie  following 
new  subsection  at  tfie  end  thereof-: 

“  (g)-  Xot  more  than  40  percent  ©f  the  family  quarters 
constructed  teem  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  tfie  -Army 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
•1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  major.” 

-(b)-  Section  7574  is  amended  by  adding  tfie  following 
new  subsection  at  tfie  end  thereof : 

-(c)  Xot  more  than  40  percent  of  tfie  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Xavy 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
U400  square  feet  or  less  for  oeeupaney  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  lieutenant  commandcrU 

-(e)-  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  tfie  follewing 

r>  All  4  tli  a  Aii  el  AVAAl  * 

lie  W  ull  L/oevllUll  ttu  LlUJ  U11U.  tllUl  tUI  • 

“-(g)-  Xot  more  than  40  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air 


■Force  may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 
H.  E.  5674 - 4 
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area  of  1-/109  square  feel  or  less  for 
holding  graces  below  majorA 

SeOt  440.-  4b  tbe  extent  that  any  authority  pro-vided 
by  tbe  Aet  of  -August  89y  -1-958  -fT-2  Stat.  636) ,  or  this 
Aety  for  tbe  construetion  of  appropriated  fund  family  bousing 
at  loeations  in  foreign  countries  is  not  utilized,  tbe  eon- 
or  acquisition  of  tbe  number  of  bousing  units  so 


authorized  may  be  accomplished  at  tbe  same  locations  under 
tbe  authority  of  section  40?  of  tbe  Aet  of  September  4y  1954 
-(OS  Statr  1 1 19, ■  4425-)-y  as  amended. 

SeOt  44A  Aone  of  tbe  authority  contained  in  titles  4* 
34y  and  444  of  this  Aet  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any 
building  construetion  projeet  within  tbe  continental  -United 
States  -(other  than  Alaska)-  at  a  unit  east  in  excess  of — 

/  1- i  QQ  O  r>Av»  ciAiin  va  {aaI  f  oa|  rl  -  of/Xyp  TT'O 

i  J-  i  qp t_) mT  uui  rjtjttui  u  rutju  mi  uuiu  o  lui  uy  u  w  ui  u 

l  ,v>  A*  • 

-(Af  $0  per  square  foot  for  regular 
-(A)-  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent 
-(4)-  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor 
unless  tbe  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  tbaty  because  of 
special  eireumstaneesy  application  to  such  projeet  of  tbe 
limitations  on  unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is  im- 
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Secs  442t  SeHien  -4  el  tke  Ah-  el  Aprd  3y  44)58  -{-72 
StaE  -78)-  is  amended  fey  spiking  eut  ^$500;000,?  and  kr- 
serfing  in  plane  thereof  ‘-AOOOyOOfV-- 

8eOt  448t  -Titles  4y  14y  Hly  and  4 A1  el  tfeis  Ah  may  fee 
eited  as  tke  ^Military  Construction  Ae-t  el  4059-7 

T4T4E  4^ 

RESERVE  EOKOESS  TAOfEiHEE 

i^T?p  1 _  Qii l~v i e/.f  (a  n irt ci*  1  Q  Q  a}  f i f] a  _1  ( )  TT ~n  i  Cpr] 

dliivd  •  t_y  v  _l  •  0 11 I  vv" L  LU  L ilcl  l  Cl  TT7T7  14 1  tl tl U  Tw y  LJ  lllLvll 

States  Oedcy  tke  Secretary  el  Eefense  may  estafelisfe  er  de¬ 
velop  tke  following  faeditles  lee  reserve 
-f4)-  Ter  Eepaetmcnt  el  tke  A  may : 

Akron  -{-A maker  2-)-y  Okies  Training  faed 
Allcntewn-Bcthlcliem,  Pennsylvania :  Training  faedi- 
tiesy  $302,000. 

Anderson,  Tndianas  -Training  facilities,  $436^000. 

Ann  Arfear-  Miekigans  Training  faeditiesy  $317,000. 
-Aurora,  Illinois  Training  facilities,  $302y000. 

-RnTrl^t  A^TTI  Tv  Oil  f  11  O  It  TT  *  i  TV  i  y~>  /->»  Po  1  af  i  r\ o 

-14 ul  vi o l U  >>  11^  l.vUlllUv. -Uj  #  jl  1  < 1 1 1 1 111 4  lclvlll llCoy 

Beaver  Dam?  4Visee-nsins  Training  faeddiesy 
Bell-aire,  Okies  Training  faeditiesy  $302y000. 

T*Q- E{  1 411  Cf  inpilitipc  1  fiQ  OOP 

-1 1 11111111^  1  tic  111  HUib  y  tjgiTv/Oy  v/V'77 
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Bloomingtoiiy  Indiana Training  facilities,  $302,009. 
Bridgeport  Fairfield  y  Connecticut-:  Training  facilities 
addition  $64,000. 

Bronx,  Mew  York :  Training  faciliticsy 
Brownsville,  Texas  :■  Training  faeflitiesy 
Butler,  Pennsylvania-;  Training  facilities^  $136, 000? 
Champaign,  Illinois :  Training  facilities^  $302y0007 
Chicago  Heights,  Illinois :  Training 
Chieo,  California :  Training  facilities^  $468,000.- 
Cumberlandy  Maryland:  Training  facilities^  $288jOOOt 
-Pallas  (Yiimbcr  T)-y  Texas :  -Training  facilities  addition,- 
te/i  on  a 

Payton-,-  Ohio-:  Training  -facilities^ 

Pclawarc,  Ohio:  Training  facilitiesy 
Pctroit  -(Mam-bor  4fy  Michigan-:  -Training  facilities-; 
toQo  non 

Jt/v7t77 

Petroit  -fYnmhcr  2)-y  Michigan :  Training  facilities 

C-CQO  AAA 

Piduth,  Minnesota :  -Training  facilities,-  $3477000; 

Bast  Saint  Bonis,  Illinois-:-  Training  facilities,-  $453y0007 
B1  Poradoj  Arkansas :  Training  faeOitiesy  $452,000. 

Flinty  Michigan:  Training  faeilitiesy  $554,0-00. 

-Fulton,  Missouri-:  Training  facilities,  $4007000r 
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Gadsden,  Alabama:-  Training  facilities;  $-144-, 000. 
Galveston,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $152,0007 

y(r  1 )  91\rl  V 11 1  1 141 T1  <T  fn  PI  lifipe  W  j  ft  Q,  ( )  / )  0 

V4  v  1'  tV  O  U  U.1  w  j  JL  v'lllikj  \  1  V  cllilct  •  TrttlTTTTl^  A  tlvlll  tl  v  O  y  ^||TX\70^v/T7v7 

Glens  TaHs7  Ae-w  York-:  Training  facilities;  $47-6;000. 

Harrison,  Arkansas-:  Training  facilities; 

Jefferson  Gity;  Missouri-:  -Training  facilities;  $2884)007 

-Eankakccy  Illinois  :■  Training  facilities,  $1G8,OQOt 
Ha  Grosse;  Wisconsin-:  Training  facilities,-  $3474 
Lafayette,-  Imnisiana :  Training  facilities, 
fc  York-  Training  facilities, 

4irmr~.ntn  •  Trmrnn™  fnr-ilitim  81  7  ft  OOA 

TlUillUoUtci”  -L  1  ctllllll^  lltUJllllUo 5  JL  •  \J  , 

Mcadvillc,  -Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities-; 

Milwaukee  (West-)-,  Wisconsin-:  Training 

$602,000r 

Morristown,  Yew  Jerseys  Training  facilities,  $347,000. 
M-ount  Vernon,  Ohio- :  Training-  facilities,-  $468,000. 

)y  Ltdiana-:  Training  facilities,  $46 84)90 . 
y  Oklahoma-:  Training  facilities;  $2884)00.- 


Yew  Orleans 


rr  Training  facil¬ 


ities; 


Odessa,  Texas :  Training  facilities;  $452,000-.- 


Okmulgee, 


facilities;  $4-60,000.- 
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01ean7  New  Vert?  framing  faeilitics7  $l-767000. 
Oswegoy  New  Verio?  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
■Painesvillej  Ohio-?  Training  facilities,  $168j000. 
Pittsburgh  -(Number  Pennsylvanian  Training  faeil- 
ities7  $57-17OOOt 

Pnrccll7  Oklahoman  Training  facilities,  $ld07000. 

Palla-T  Missenrin  Training  faeilities7  $  1 GOAOO: 

-Rutland-,  V ermontn  Training  facilities,  $143,000. 
Sacramento,  California:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$61tOOOt 


Saint  Gleud,-  Minnesotan  Training  facilities,  $330,000. 
Salem,  Oregon :  Training  facilities,-  $64-j000. 

San  Antonie  -(Number  Texas-?  -Training  facilities, 


$&3Qj9Q0r 


San  Diego,  Californian  Training  facilities,  $5£67000. 
San  Mareos7  Tcxasn  Training  faeilitics7  $-152-, 000. 

Santa  Barba ra7  California :  Training  facilities,  $l-367000. 
Savannah,  Georgian  -Training  facilities,  $£59700Q. 
Springficld7  Missouri :  Training  facilities  addition, 
$73,000. 


ITnientown7  -Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $2207000. 
-Valle jo7  Galifernia-?  Training  faeilities7  $30-2,000. 
Washington  Iowan  Training  faeilitics,  $1£07000. 
Washington  Missonrin  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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Washington 


Ivania!  Training 


*7  m$r 


000? 


Wenatchee?  Washington!  Training  facilities,  $168,000.- 
Westminster?  Maryland!  Training  facilities?  $160,000? 
V arietta  locations :  Training  facilities  miner  additions, 


Band  acquisition :  Training  facilities?  $800,000. 

San  Jose,-  California!  Barking  let  and  drill  grounds?  $4r 
ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OR  THE  UNITED  STATES  (ARMORY) 
-Amsterdam,  Aew  Work!  Training  facilities, 

Anchorage?  Alaska!  Training  facilities,  $276?f 

foi  r;  Ann 

Bayamon?  Baerto  Bice!  Training  facilities,  $150, 000? 
Beebe?  Arkansas!  Training  facilities,  $45?OOOt 
Bden,  Ae-w  Mexico!  Training  facilities?  $57?OOOt 
Benson?  Aorfh  Carolina!  Training  facilities?  $105?009? 

Buffalo?  Aew  Work!  Training  facilities?  $75 >000? 

Cape  May  Conr-t  Blouse?  Aew  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 


Colby?  -Kansas!  Training  facilities?  $80,000? 
Colville?  Washington :  Training  facilities,  $ 
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Dcrmott,  Arkansas-;  Training  facilities,  $45,009. 

De  Witt,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities^  $457000; 

Donna,  Texas  :  Training  facilities^  $99,000. 

Dover,  Acvr  Jersey:  Training  facilities^  $2507000; 
Durant;  Mississippi:  Training  facilities;  $54^000? 
Elizabeth  Gitty  hlerth  Carolina :  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Enesbarg  Falls,  V erment :  Training  facilities ;  $1-6970007 
Farmingteip  Missouri-:  Training  facility  $445tOOOt 
Gainesville,  Georgia-:  Training  facilities,  $90t000; 
Greeley,  Colorado :  Training  facilities,  $-13-2,000. 
Hagen,-  Arkansas :  Training  faeihties7  $45t000-.- 
Hcbcr  Springs,  Arkansas-:  Training  facilities,  $907000; 
■Idaho  Falls,  Idaho :  Training  facilities-,  $1057000. 

Inman,-  South  Carolina :  Training  facility  $99tOOO; 
luka,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities^  $547000; 

J ohnstown7  Iknnsylvonia-:  Training  faedities7  $3757000-.- 
J oncsvilhy  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $99t000; 
Lancaster,  Ohio-:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Leominster,  -Massachusetts-;  Training  facilities, - 

$200,000. 

Milan,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $94,000. 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin :  Training  faeilitics7  $2357000. 
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Mount  Olivo,  Perth  Oarohna-?  Training  facilities? 
$405,000. 

Pew  Broekton?  Alabama :  Training  facilities, 

Glean,  Pew  -York-:  Training  facilities-,-  $46-, -000. 

Oswego,  Pew  York-?  -Training  facilities-,-  $5-2?000. 
Blcnty-wood,  Montana:  Trahnng  facilities,  $63-, -900 
Ponce?  Puerto  Prices  Training  facilities?  $1-50; 000. 
Prineeten?  West  -Virginia:  Training  facilities? 

Quit  many  Mississippi-?  Training  facilities, 

Rivcrdale?  -New  Jersey:  -Training  facilities,  $250,000? 
Bonce  verte?  West  Virginia :  Training  facilities,  $54,000? 
Roswell,-  Pew  Mesieo-?  -Training  facilities?  $200-, 000. 
Saint  Paul?  Minnesota-?  Training  facilities?  $565?000. 
Salem?  Oregon-?  Training  facilities?  $400?000? 

San  German,  Puerto  Rica?  Training  facilities;,  $450,- 


000? 


Savannah,  Georgia :  Training 
Silver  Pity?  Pew 
Tomahawk?  Wisconsin-?  Training  facilities?  $-460?0007 
Trey?  Pew  York :  Training  facilities?  $47,000.- 
Webb?  Mississippi-?  Training  facilities, 
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Various 

$84,000, 

ARMY 


-t  Training  facilities  minor  conversions; 


GUARD  OR  THE  R-NERE-D  STATES 


(NON  ARMORY) 

Bismarck;  Herth  Dakota :  Maintenance  facilities; 
$57J)00, 

Buekhannon;  West  Virginian  Administrative  and  sup- 

Oamp  kfffiBj  Hew  ¥orku  Maintenance  facilities; 
$308,000. 

Hayward;  Wisconsin-,  Maintenance  facilities,  $52,000. 
Jersey  Oity7  Hew  Jersey-:  Maintenance  faeilities7 


-f2}-  Dor 


of  tfee  Havy: 


NAVAU 


Haval  Air  Station  (Bobbins  Air  Dorec  Base) ,-  Atlanta7 


and  ground  improvements,  $838,000. 


Ha-val  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas :  Operational  facilities 
and  supply  facilities-;  $348,000, 

Havel  Air  Station;  Olenvicw,  Illinois-:-  Operational  facili¬ 
ties;  $59,000, 

Haval  Air  Station;  Orosse  He;  Miebigan--  Operational 


facilities  and  utilities,  $-7-7-1  J)00. 
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Naval  Air  Stat-iony  Los  Alamltosy  California :  Operational 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utiiitiesy  $563  >000.” 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleansy  -Louisiana :  Supply 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1-7-8-, OOOr 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathey  Kansas-:  Operational  faeilities, 

O  /j/\A 

-Naval  Air  Station,  South  -W eymouthy  -Massachusetts : 
Operational  faeiliticsy  $76,000. 

Naval  Air  Stationy  -Willow  Orovey  Pennsylvania :  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities-  supply  faeiliticsy  and  medical  facilities, 


NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

Naval  and  -Marine  Corps  -Reserve  Training  Center, 
Beaumont,  Texas  :  Operational  faoditiesy  $65,OQOt 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  faedityy  Champaign,  Illi¬ 


nois- 


Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland,  Ohio-:  Train 
ing  faeiliticsy  $655,-000: 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Calves  ton,  Texas : 
Operational  facilities,  $204,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Eleetronies  Facility,  Eingsvilley  Texas-: 
Training  faeiliticsy  $35,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven, 
cut-:  Operational  facilities, 
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Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Louisy  Missouri :  Training 
Naval  Reserve  Training 
Operational  facilities,  $226t000;- 
Naval  Reserve  Training 
Operational  facilities^  $104,000. 


Saint 


-p  1  )i  pern  nil  to uri  1  rt  * 

H tl  11  H 1 1. Li  U  j  \ _ /ilill  vlllllR  • 


$7  New  Merle 


CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Corps  Reserve  Training  Center^  Chieage7  414- 
neisn  Training  facilities,  $5-48tOOOt 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Johnson  OityT 
Tennessee-:  Training  facilities  and  lanJ  acquisition,  $-330,000'. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Ttouisy  Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $-3-70-, 000'; 

Marine  Corps  -Reserve  Training  Center-  San  Rafaeh 
California-:  Training  faeilitiesy  $490,-000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center^  Tampa^  -Floridan 
Training  facilitiesj  $3947000.- 

-f3 )-  For  Department  of  the  Mir  Force : 

ViR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Bakalar  Air  Force  RasOj  Columbus,  Indianan  Supply 
facilities  and  operational  facility  $304T000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee7  Oklahoma :  Troop  housing  and 
utilities,  $927000-.' 

Ellington  Air  Force  Rase,-  Sous  ten  7  Texas-:  Operational 
^7  $8^3t000t 
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•Field?  Milwaukee?  Wisconsin-;  -Troop 

housing,  $13,000; 

O’ Hare  International  Airport?  Chicago-,-  Illinois :  Opera 
tional  facilities?  maintenance  facilities  and  utilities?  $4?- 
890,000; 

Portland  International  Airport,-  Portland,  Oregon-: 

Bickards-Oebaur  Air  Force  Ease?  -Kansas  City?  Mis¬ 
souri;  Supply  facilities,  $105,000. 

0-rove  Kaval  Air  Station,  -Philadelphia?  -Penn- 
lities?  snpply  facilities  and  troop 

housing,  $1-88,000. 

Am  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

facilities,  $105,000.- 

Kew  Orleans  Koval  Air  Station?  Kew  Orleans,  Louisi 
anaa  Operational  facilities  and  snpply  facilities?  $2-7-4,000. 

Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne?  Indianaa  Operational  facilities, 
$2-38,-000; 

■Bethel  Air  National  C-uard  Base?  Bethel?  Minnesota-: 
Utilities  and  ground  improvements?  $l,-963?000. 

Buckley  Kaval  Air  Station?  Oenver,  Ooloradoa  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $426,000. 

Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington,  Me-rmonta 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 
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Gamp  -Williamsy  Camp  Douglas,-  Wisconsin?  Operational 
facilities,  $82,000. 

Cheyenne  -Municipal  Airporty  Cheyenne,  Wyoming? 
Operational  facilities,-  $238,-000? 

Dow  Air  Force  Basey  Bangor,  Maine:-  Maintenance  fa- 

Ocigcr  Field,-  Spokane^  Washington  :  Maintenance  facili- 
tiesy  $245,000. 

Halcakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,-  Mauiy 
Hawaii :  Operational  facilities,  $146,000. 

Hancock  -Field,  Syraeuscy  Hew  Aerk?  Operational  fa- 
cilities,-  $-596yOOO.- 

Bcctor  Field,-  Fargo,  Forth  Dakota :  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $046,000. 

Hubbard  Ficldy  Beney  H-evada-:-  Operational  facilitiesy 
$059,000? 


Salman  -Ficldy  -Terre  -Haute,-  Indiana-:-  Operational 
facilities,-  $038y000; 

Bokcc  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Kauaiy 
Hawaii :  Operational  faeilitiesy  $086,000. 

■Little  -Bock  Air  Force  Base-,  Little  Becky  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  maintenance  facil  - 
itiesy  $2,323,000. 


Memphis  Municipal  Airport,-  Memphis,  Tennessee : 
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facilities  and  supply  faeili- 


fo  pi  1  i  f  1  nq 
1  M  l  111  L  I  v  uy 

ties?  $4?82fe?OOA 

Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria?  mineisu 
Operational  facilities?  $1-95-, -099. 

San  Juan  International  Airport?  San  Juan?  Puerto 
-Rico-:  Operational  facilities  anti  supply  facilities?  $94 3,00 A 
Sioux  Ralls  (Foss  Field) ,  Sioux  Falls,  South  Dakota-: 

Springfield  Municipal  Airport?  Springfield?  Ofiios  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,'  $40ti-,OQA 

Traax  Field?  Madison?  Wisconsin-:  Maintenance  faeili- 
ties?  $12-3,090.- 

\Xf ill  T? Atyoi,c!!  Vi /  >  1  <  1 4  f  1  r  1  n It aty~i r>  Olrlnltnuin  *  jinoro 

V  T  111  o  TTTTTtty  \_7 IV 1 1 tnOl rl H  VTlTyr  vy  lid  III  i til  11  It  .  Vy  jlPtrlt 

tional  facilities,  $31-7-, 000. 

-f4f  For  all  reserve  components-:  Facilities  made 
sary  fey  efeanges  in  tfee  assignment  of  weapons  or 
to  reserve  forces  units?  if  tfee  Secretary  of  Defense  or  feis 

tfeat  deferral  of  suefe  facilities  for 


inclusion  in  tfee  next  law 

facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  fee  fe 


for 


witfe  tfee  interests  of  national  security  anti  if  tfee 
of  Defense  or  feis  designee  notifies  tfee  Senate  anti  tfee  -House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  rcaefeing  a  final  de¬ 
cision  to  implement,-  of  tfee  nature  anti  estimated  eest  of  any 
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laeihty  to  fee  undertaken  under  Ibis  subsection-?  Pmvkkd, 
That  the  first  sentence  el  section  -2233a  el  title  46j  United 
States  Cede;  shall  net  apply  te  laeilities  authorized  fey  this 
sufescctien. 

Seo— §02t  -fa)-  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under 
tfee  heading  “naval  reserve  (aviation)1’  in  clause  -fhf 
el  section  663  fey  striking  out  the  following-? 

--Naval  Air  Station^  Pen-ver,  Colorado :  Maintenance 
facilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652^000.” 

ANaval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Pathc  New  -York?  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $6-52-, 000:- 

-ffe)-  Public  -Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
AHR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OR  THE  UNITED  STATES1’  in  clause 
-{fif-  ol  section  663  as  follows : 

-fij-  With  respeet  to  Parnes  Field,  Westfield, 
Massaehusettsj  strike  out  “$740-, 000-’  and  insert  in  plaec 
thereof  “$1-, 030, 000”. 

-f2f-  -With  respect  to  various  locations :  Pun  way 
arrestor  barriers,  strike  out  “fBOO^OOO^’  and  insert  in 
{dace  thereof  A$480tO00”. 

-fe}-  Public  Law  8-5-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“army  reserve”  in  clause  -f3)-  ol  section  663  as  fohowse 
-ffe)-  With  respect  to  Cantoip  Ohio,  strike  out 
“$40,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “-$60000”. 
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-(■3-)-  With  respect  to  Greenwoody  South  Gorohnay 
strike  ont  -$8-5 ,000-  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$117,000'-. 

/  Q  \  ~\\T i  f~l i  voeTioof  t  a  T a  tjf  i"\w 7"n_  1  \ 1 1 1 1 1  s.*  a  r  I  y  *  i  v>  n  i _ 

I  O  J  V  I  1 11 1  IcoptTt  tvJ  O  11111  lotU  \V  lly  Tv  1111 5  V  1  i  chi  I  1  tl  j 

strike  cat  “$99,000"  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$136,000",- 

-fdf  -Pttklie  -Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“ARMY  NATIONAL  e-BAED  OE  THE  UNITED  STATE-8 
(AEMOEY)"  in  clause  8  of  section  603  hy  striking  out  the 


following : 

“Bethlehem,  Peansykrania-f  Training 

^  AAA  ” 
fjp  l.*J  r\T\J* 

“Garlislc,  Pennsylvania:  Training  faeiliticry  $45,000-T 
“Ghester,  Pennsylvania :  Training  faeilitiesy  $206y0008: 
“Glayteny  New  Mexico :  Training  facilities^  $57,00031 
“Ligoniery  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities;  $45y000h- 
“ Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota-;  Training  facilities-; 
$$1-30,000 


99 


g  New  Jersey;  Training  faeilitiesy  $15,000r" 
-(c)-  Public  Law  85  685  is  amended  hy  striking  out  in 
elouse  -(L)-  of  seetioii  606  “$1 1,866,000"  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$10,582,-000-;"  and  hy  striking  out  in  cktnse 


H.  B.  5674 - 5 
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(2)  (b)  el  section  606  ^OfOl  7976,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
U$12,l  16-,000-A1  and  hy  striking  out  in  danse  -(0)-  el 
606  ‘-$287330^)0Q”  and  inserting  in  place 
L>77702,000T- 

Se6t  003t  The  Secretary  el  4>efense  may 

*s  and  faedides  under  One  title 


'regard  te  scetiens  364-8  and  3-734  el  Ore  Revised  Statutes,- 
as  amended7  and  scetiens  4744-fd-)-  and  9771  (d)  el  tide  40y 
United  States  Gedcr  The  authority  te  place  permanent  er 
temporary  im-prevcments  en  land  includes  auOrerity  ler  sur- 

ineidcnt  te  eenstmetienr  That  authority  mav  he 


helere  title  te  the  land  is  approved  under  section  300  el  the 
-Revised  Statutes-,-  as  amendcd7  and  even  though  the  land 
is  held  temnerarilyv  The  autheritv  te  acquire  real  estate  or 


land  includes  authority  te  make  surveys  and  te  acquire  land7 
and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use^  hy  gilty  pur- 
chasey  exchange  el  Okrven m ten t-ewncd  landy  er  otherwise. 

SeOt  004.  Appropriations  ler  facilities  projects 
ized  hy  section  004  for  the  respective  reserve 
el  the  armed  forces  may  net  exceed — 
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-(4)-  for  Department  of  Ore  Army-: 

-(a)-  Army  Reserve,  $20,748?000 ; 

-(b)-  Army  National  Gourd  of  the  United  Si 
$8,454?000? 

-(2-)-  for  Department  of  Ore  Navy:  Naval  and 
Corps  Reserves',-  $8,309,000; 

/  Q  \  (av  T)or\o  vf'l'Yl  Oiil  a(  f|~>  a  -  A  1  as  1^  ni‘eo  * 

I  t j  f  It7r  1/L  pal  llllC  lit  tTT  till;  Txlr  jj  til  It  . 

-(a)-  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000-? 

/  m  /\  i  as  AT  q  fi  On  n  1  (  t  it  n  isj  a|  fit  a  TTrtif  orl 

1  U  I  xl  11  TvcFulrtTlttl  TXTlttTTt  t7t  t  ilt"  U  111  ti  ll 

$15,-530,000. 

Sec.  505-.  A-ny  of  Ore  amounts  named  in  section  504  of 
tins  Act  may,  hr  Ore  discretion  of  Ore  Secretary  of  Defense? 

fee  increased  fey  45  per  contain?  feat  Ore  total  cost  for  all 

projects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve,  Ore  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  of  Ore  United  States,  Ore  Naval  and  -Marine 

Guard  of  Ore  United  States?  may  not  evened  Ore  amoonts 
named  in  clauses  (1)  (a) ,  (1)  (b) ,  (2) ,  -(0)  -fa-)-?  and 

-(0)-- (lr)-  of  section  594?  respeeOvdyr 

Sec.  500.-  Fhis  title  may  fee  cited  as  Ore  “Reserve 
■Forces  Facilities  Act  of  40-50 ~ 
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TITLE  E4 

SbOt  £94-7  Eke  Secretary  el  Ike  Army  is  authorized  te 
convey  ky  quitclaim  deed  te  the  edy  el  Santa  Cruz?  C-ali- 
fornia-y  ad  the  right?  title?  and  interest  el  tke  Ended  States 
in  and  te  four  and  five  tenths  acres  el  lend?  mere  er  less? 
comprising  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  Eenter  -Light¬ 
house  Point  site  and  being  a  part  el  the  lands  known  as  the 
Ended  States  Coast  Guard  Santa  Cruz  Light  Station?  situated 
on  the  northerly  side  el  -West  Odd  Erivcy  approximately 
seven  hundred  feet  south  el  Eelten  Avenucy  in  the  edy  and 
eeunty  el  Santa  Cruz?  Cadlemiay  and  in  oxehangc  ler  said 
eenveyanee  te  accept  on  behalf  el  the  Ended  States  el 
America  from  the  edy  el  Santa  Cruz  a  deed  conveying  fee 
simple  tdle  te  net  less  than  four  acres  el  land  sduated  within 
the  edy  el  Santa  Oruzy  California,  te  be  utilized  as  the  sde 
for  a  Ended  States  Army  Reserve  Center :  Provided,  That 
the  edy  el  Santa  Cruz  pay  te  the  Ended  States  a  sum  el 
money  representing  in  the  opinion  el  the  See-rotary  el  the 
Affray?  the  aggregate  el  -(4-)-  the  amount  by  which  the  fair 
market  -value  el  the  property  so  eenveyed  by  the  Secretary 
el  the  Army  exceeds  the  fair  market  value  el  the  land 
accepted  in  exchange  therefore  -(d)-  the  amount  heretofore 
expended  by  the  Eepartment  el  the  Army  in  connection  with 
the  proposed  construction  el  the  Ended  States  Army  -Reserve 
Center  at  Lighthouse  -P-oint  for  work  and  materials  which 
be  utilized  in  connection  with  the  construction  el  the 
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United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  on  the  site  to  Re  acquired 
from  the  eity-;  and  -(A)-  the  amount  Ry  which  tRe  eests  ter 
providing  adequate  foundations,  sewer  and  water  facilities? 
and  site  preparation  for  tRe  construction  of  a  United  States 
Arm}"  Reserve  Center  at  tRe  site  to  Re  acquired  from  tRe  eity 
exeecds  tRe  estimated  costs  for  providing  foundations?  sewer 
and  water  facilities,  and  site  preparation  at  tRe  Lighthouse 
■Point  siter 

SeOt  A94R  TRe  moneys  received  Ry  tRe  Secretary  of  tRe 
Army  under  tRis  title  sRail  Re  covered  into  tRe  Treasury  of 
tRe  United  States  as  misccllanous  receipts  except  tRat  any 
moneys  received  under  section  U04-  -(£)-  and  -fAf  of  tRis 
title  shall  Re  credited  to  the  appropriation  to  which  such 
eosts  are  charged-: 


TITLE  1 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating ,  or  installing  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment ,  for  the  following 
projects: 


Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 
(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Training  facili¬ 
ties  and  troop  housing,  $ 785,000 . 
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Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsylvania:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $ 454,000 . 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Operational  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities \  $ 4,543,000 . 

Savanna  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities, 
$ 1,160,000 . 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $ 414,000 . 

Columbus  General  Depot,  Ohio:  Utilities,  $2,783,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland :  Research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  $270,000. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$532,000. 

(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Operational  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities. 
$ 3,230,000 . 

( Corps  of  Engineers) 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia:  Operational  facilities,  research 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $ 628,000 . 
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(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Medical  facilities 
and  utilities,  $188,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 
(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  D evens,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $59,- 

000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $ 64,000 . 
(Second  Army  Area) 

A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $ 229,000 . 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,- 
541,000. 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  medical  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $2,530,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Training  facilities  and,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $1,090,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  facilities  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $958,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Utilities,  $2,300,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties  and  supply  facilities,  $ 2,636,000 . 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $ 238,000 . 
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(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
troop  housing,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7 ,260,000. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $ 620,000 . 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $5,337 ,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities,  $160,000. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational  facilities, 
medical  facilities  and  utilities,  $553,000. 

Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri:  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $261,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California:  Utilities,  $218,- 

000. 

(United  States  Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New 
York:  Family  housing  and  utilities,  $6,303,000. 

(Alaska  Command  Area) 

Fort  Greely:  Family  housing  and,  community  facilities, 
$2,395,000. 

Fort  Richardson :  Training  facilities,  $321,000. 
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(Tactical  Installations  and  Support  Facilities) 
Various  locations:  Family  housing ,  $1,646,000. 
Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities  and  utilities, 
$13,194,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 
(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Helemano,  Hawaii:  Real  estate,  $90,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities  and 
community  facilities,  $1,259,000. 

Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa:  Training  facilities,  $217,000. 
Pacific  Scatter  System:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,104,000. 

(Caribbean  Command  Area) 

Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facilities,  $228,000. 

(European  Command  Area) 

France:  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

Germany:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities ,  $10,338,000. 

Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  community  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$1,973,000. 
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(Army  Security  Agency) 

Various  locations:  Administrative  facilities,  operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  family  housing, 
and  utilities,  $ 5,573,000 . 

(Strategic  Army  Communications) 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,288,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $81,830,000. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 
missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen 
research  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  pro¬ 
duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next 
military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate ,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


75 


acquisition,  site  'preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000 :  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de¬ 
cision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public 
work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real 
estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will 
expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have 
been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  638)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing 
foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
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Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (OS  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  400  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  12,  157  units  and 
community  facilities. 

(h)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

ARAD  COM  Tac  Sites,  575  units. 

Fort  Iluachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  200  units. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1,000  units. 

Fort  Hood ,  Texas,  800  units. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas ,  867  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


77 


Fort  Ord,  California,  500  units . 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

Fort  D  evens,  Massachusetts,  1,200  units. 

Outside  the  United  States 

Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Rico,  150  units. 

Sec.  105.  Nothing  contained  in  section  102  of  Public 
Law  85-685  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the  acquisition  or 
development  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  of  any  real 
property  for  use  as  a  site  for  the  installation  or  operation  of 
the  Nike-Hercules  or  Nike- Ajax  defense  missiles  within 
the  continental  United  States  or  the  Hawaiian  Islands 
unless  one  or  more  contracts  for  the  development  of  that  site 
have  been  entered  into  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  the  com¬ 
pletion  thereof  is  in  the  interest  of  the  national  defense. 

Sec.  106.  (a.)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “ Continental  United 
States” ,  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Aberdeen 
Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$ 2,288,000 ”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,613,000” . 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “ technical  services 
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facilities  (Quartermaster  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  New 
Cumberland  General  Depot,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out 
“$464,000"  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$597 ,000” . 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  SERVICES 
facilities  (Signal  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$ 1,936,000 ”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,276,000” . 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fifth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Leonard  Wood, 
Missouri,  strike  out  “$4,663,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$5,051,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$ 116,915,000 ”  and  “$ 294,394,000 ”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$118,101,000”  and  “$295,580 ,000” ,  respectively. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating ,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation,  ap¬ 
purtenances,  utilities  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects: 
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Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,422,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $365,000. 

David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Maryland: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $318,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Subsidence 
protective  measures,  $500,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,146,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  and  production  facilities, 
$3,497,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Operational 
facilities,  $7 ,353,000. 

Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island,  California:  Utilities, 


$701,000. 
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AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station ,  Meridian,  Mississippi : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
administrative  facilities;  and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Field, 
Bravo,  operational  and,  training  facilities,  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $5,147 ,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Florida:  Community 
facilities,  $400,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Flor¬ 
ida:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,811,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $24,554,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  $305,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia:  Operational 
facilities,  $336,000. 

(Marine  Corps  Air  Station) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  $51,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $48,000. 
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Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California: 
Troop  housing,  $2,216,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $3,851,000. 

(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force 
Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,051,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey:  Utilities, 
$726,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,050,000. 

Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $333,000. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements ;  at  Point  Arguello,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
ammunition  storage  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements ;  and,  at  vari¬ 
ous  Pacific  islands,  operational  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $30,000,000. 

H.  R.  5674 - 6 
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SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot ,  Bayonne,  New  Jersey:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $123,000. 

Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn,  New  York: 
Administrative  facilities,  $113,000. 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  California:  Adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  $100,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Bar  stow,  California: 
Utilities,  $432,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  ammunition  storage 
facilities,  $328,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $457,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head,  Maryland:  Be- 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $972,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 
Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Utilities, 
$1,025,000. 

Naval  Communication  Training  Center,  Corry  Field, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,000,000. 
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Naval  Training  Center ,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $ 4,712,000 . 

Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Real  Estate,  $ 81,000 . 
Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Utilities, 
$ 144,000 . 

MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New  London, 
Connecticut:  Medical  research  facilities,  $75,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 
Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Kodiak,  Alaska: 
Operational  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Camp  Chiniak,  Alaska: 
Operational  facilities,  $40,000. 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia: 
Operational  facilities,  $1,781,000. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia:  Maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,957,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $3,179,000. 
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Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine:  Troop 
housing,  $271,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,591,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands: 
Operational  facilities,  $507,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop  housing  and 
community  facilities,  $4,133,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,640,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing,  $295,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon,  Philippine 
Islands:  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$3,579,000. 
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SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory 
of  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities, 
$4,796,000. 

COMMUNICA TION  FACILI TIES 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel,  Turkey: 
Utilities,  $105,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 
Troop  housing,  $267,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa:  Operational 
facilities,  $2,038,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto  Rico:  Util¬ 
ities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $274,000. 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $10,947 ,000. 

Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities, 
$760,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per- 
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manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $18,495,000. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 
or  develop  Navy  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interest  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000 :  Provided,  That 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will  expire  as 
of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public  works  pro j- 
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ects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified 
pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date . 

(b)  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  646)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for¬ 
eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  ( 69  Stat.  646 ) ,  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  con- 
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struct  family  housing  for  occu/pancy  as  public  quarters  at  the 
following  locations: 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston,  South  Carolina, 
40  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California, 
500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada,  106  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225  units. 

Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida,  40 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi,  320 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia,  Louisiana, 
178  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Neiv  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  500  units. 

Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory,  Panama  City,  Florida, 
42  units. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia,  450  units. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia,  142  units. 
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Marine  Corps  Base ,  Twentynine  Palms,  California,  150 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida, 
229  units. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona, 
100  units. 

Sec.  205.  ( a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 
“$72,785,000” ,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,- 
000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$72,785,000" ,  and  “$212,833,000” , 
and,  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$ 72,935.000 ” 
and  “$212,983,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)” ,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Memphis,  Tennessee,  by  striking  out  “$511,- 
000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$664,000" . 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)”  with  respect  to  the  Marine 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


90 


Corps  Air  Station ,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$273,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$330,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$312,004,000” ,  and  “$460 ,716,000” 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$312,214,000” , 
and  “$460,926,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “ Inside  the  United  States” 
in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(A  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)” ,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Facility,  New  Piver,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$39,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$52,000” . 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  CORPS  facil¬ 
ities ”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp 
Pendleton,  California,  by  striking  out  “$ 1,469,000 ”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$1,596,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  un¬ 
der  the  heading  “Outside  the  United  States”  in  section 
201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “communication  facilities” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istan- 
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bid,  Turkey,  by  striking  out  “$130,000'’  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$320,000” .  •' 

(c)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$230,356,000”,  “$48,199,000”,  and  “$337,611,000”,  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$230,496,000” , 
“$48,389,000”,  and  “$337,941,000”. 

TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  icorks,  including  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $766,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $190,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota:  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,309,000. 
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Hamilton  Air  Force  Base ,  San  Rafael ,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $2,779,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $955,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $1,755,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $523,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $3,371 ,000 . 

NORAD  Headquarters,  Colorado  Springs  Area,  Col¬ 
orado:  Operational  facilities  and  real  estate,  $10,000,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,234,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $255,000. 

Richards-G ebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis- 
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souri:  Maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $866,000. 

Self  ridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $612,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach, 
New  York:  Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $269,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and,  utilities,  $4,266,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,181,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,150,000. 

Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improvements, 

$100,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,690,000. 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Various  locations,  Alaska:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,510,000. 
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AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $ 676,000 . 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $341,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,180,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,548,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania. 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,676,000. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  troop  housing,  $900,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,036,- 
000. 

W right-Patter son  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$12,000,000. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullalioma, 
Tennessee:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $5,690,000. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research, 
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1  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 

2  $787,000. 

3  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational 

4  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  research,  development, 

5  and  test  facilities,  $833,000. 

6  Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico: 

7  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 

8  $ 909,000 . 

9  Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 

10  Training  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facili- 

11  ties,  $1,452,000. 

12  Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 

13  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  real 

14  estate,  $1,822,000. 

15  Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Research  Site,  Alamogordo, 

16  New  Mexico:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 

17  utilities,  $616,000. 

18  AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

19  Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Training 

20  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 

21  $1,828,000. 

22  James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Opera- 
28  tional  facilities,  $216,000. 

24  Lackland  A  ir  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Training 

25  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,307,000. 
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Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational 
facilities,  $405,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  and 
community  facilities,  $1,980,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $408,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $807,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
facilities,  $250,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $2,168,000. 

AIR  UNIVERSITY 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,915,000. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $391,000. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $20,000,000. 
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MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $822,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $750,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,083,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $ 253,000 .  X 


STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $110,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Supply 
facilities  and  ground  improvements,  $187,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $300,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $416,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$ 1,099,000 .  gv- 


H.  R.  5674 - 7 
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1  Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Opera- 

2  tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  com- 

3  munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $ 1,725,000 . 

4  Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera- 

5  tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $ 1,484,000 . 

6  Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Mainte- 

7  nance  facilities,  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 

8  $ 425,000 . 

9  Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana : 

10  Utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $ 350,000 . 

11  Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 

12  Troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 

13  $2,475,000. 

14  Clinton- Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 

15  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply 

16  facilities,  $621,000. 

17  Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi: 

18  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facili- 

19  ties,  $264,000. 

20  D avis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona: 

21  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $895,000. 

22  Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational 

23  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

24  $1,071,000. 


99 


1  Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational  fa- 

2  cilities,  $292,000. 

3  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  South  Dakota: 

4  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,445,000. 

5  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Oper- 

6  ational  facilities,  $158,000. 

7  Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 

8  facilities,  $762,000. 

9  Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Cheyenne,  Wpo- 

10  ming:  Administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 

11  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,461,000. 

12  Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Oper- 

13  ational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 

14  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,661,000. 

15  Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Op- 

16  erational  facilities,  $6 ,364,000 . 

17  Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Opera- 

18  tional  facilities,  $410,000.  .  »v  ' 

19  Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington: 

20  Operational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,036,000: 

21  Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Mainte- 

22  nance  facilities,  $164,000. 

23  Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas: 


24  Operational  facilities,  $325,000. 
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Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $ 48,000 . 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $866,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $712,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $6,052,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $8,402,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $ 1,361,000 . 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,802 - 

000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $542,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,134,000. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
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supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $ 21,533,000 . 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 
facilities,  $ 4,147,000 . 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$ 1,098,000 . 

V andenherg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $147,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $942,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knohnoster,  Missouri:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,406,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $2,484,000. 

TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mexico:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $800,000. 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria,  Louisiana:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,468,000. 
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1  Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte- 

2  nance  facilities ,  $540,000. 

3  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Operational 

4  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $557,000. 

5  Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Mainte- 

6  nance  facilities,  $2,249,000. 

7  Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 

8  Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 

9  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,- 

10  150,000. 

11  Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Mainte- 

12  nance  facilities,  $505,000. 

13  Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera- 

14  tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $246,000. 

15  AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

16  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

17  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 

18  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facil- 

19  Hies,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $77 ,651,000. 

20  Outside  the  United  States 

21  MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

22  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities ,  and  utilities, 

23  $2,199,000. 
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PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Wake  Island :  Supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,211,000.  fc 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $21,778,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Utilities,  $106,000. 
Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,309,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $6,996,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 
Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $15,160,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCE  SECURITY  SERVICE 
Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,908,000. 


■y  r, 
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1  u  SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

2  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities ,  $105,000. 

3  AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

4  Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

5  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 

6  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 

7  ground  improvements,  $16,987,000. 

8  Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 

9  or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for 

10  ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  and  ballistic  missile 

11  detection  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabili- 

12  fating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 

13  including  land  acquisition ,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 

14  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $443,541,000. 

15  Sec.:  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 

16  establish  or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by 

17  proceeding  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in 

18  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 

19  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im- 

20  proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de- 

21  ter  mines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 

22  the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 

23  inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con- 

24  nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 

25  or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
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land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $15,000,000 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed.  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 
final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authoriza¬ 
tion  will  expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those 
public  works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that 
date. 

(b)  Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  655)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
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currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and.  Assistance  Act  of  1954 
(68  Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity  transactions 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  : 

Various  locations,  France,  300  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  203  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Bentwaters  RAF  station,  United  Kingdom,  187  units 
and  community  facilities. 

B  under  op  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom,  152  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Croughton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Greenhorn  Common  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
135  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  136 
units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  468 
units  and  hospital  facilities. 

Ruislip  (West)  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Sculthorpe  RAF  Statio7i,  United  Kingdom,  61  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Welford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  Com¬ 
munity  facilities. 


107 


_  _  •  *  * 

1  Woodbridge  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom ,  com- 

2  mufiity  facilities. 

3  Classified  locations,  1,083  units  and  community  facilities. 

4  (b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 

5  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 

6  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 

7  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 

8  the  following  locations: 

9  Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas,  100  units. 
Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  400  units. 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  160  units. 

Ghanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  100  units. 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  200  units. 
Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  150  units. 
Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  400  units. 
Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  340  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  190  units. 
Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  500  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  670  units. 
Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  240  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  520  units. 
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K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  470  units. 
Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330  units. 
Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  100  units. 
Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  560  units. 
Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230  units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  530  units. 
Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  820  units. 
Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  400  units. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600  units. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  200  units. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  200  units. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170  units. 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350  units. 
Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended,  under  the  heading  u  Outside  the  United 
States' ’  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “ alaskan  air  command” , 
with  respect  to  Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  strike  out 
“$ 1,630,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “ $1,89 5, 000” . 
(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
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1  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts 

2  “$160,705,000” ,  and  “$607 ,460,000”  and  inserting  in  'place 

3  thereof  “$160,970,000” ,  and  “$607 ,725,000” ,  respectively. 

4  Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended,  under 

5  the  heading  “ Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301 

6  as  follows: 

7  Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” — 

8  (1)  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base, 

9  Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out  “$ 1,832,000 ”  and 

10  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,182,000” . 

11  (2)  with  rspect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 

12  Nebraska,  strike  out  “$ 3,265,000 ”  and  insert  in  place 

13  thereof  “$3,890,000”. 

14  (3)  with  respect  to  Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base, 

15  Kansasville,  Wisconsin,  strike  out  “$ 15,552,000 ”  and 

16  insert  in  place  thereof  “$16,655,000” . 

17  (b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 

18  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$ 542,161,000 ”  and 

19  “$ 952,415,000 ”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$544,- 

20  239,000”  and  “$954,493,000” ,  respectively. 

21  TITLE  IV 

22  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

23  Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military  department 

24  may  proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili- 

25  ties  under  this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734 
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1  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  529;  40 

2  U.S.C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of 

3  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  perma- 

4  nent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority 

5  for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  super- 

6  vision  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  he 

7  exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section 

8  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  255), 

9  and  even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  author- 

10  ity  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make 

11  surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  ( including 

12  temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government- 

13  owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

14  Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 

15  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 

16  appropriations  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 

17  I,  IT,  111,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States,  $65,900,- 

000;  outside  the  United  States,  $24,210,000 ;  section 
102,  $81,830,000 ;  section  103,  $10,000,000 ;  or  a  total 
of  $181,940,000.  -  :  ' 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States,  $110 - 
646,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $29,550,000 :  sec¬ 
tion  202,  $ 18,495,000 ;  section  203,  $10,000,000;  or  a 
total  of  $168,691,000. 
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1  (3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $289,- 

2  746,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $71,759,000 ;  sec- 

3  tion  302,  $443,541,000 ;  section  303,  $15,000,000 ;  or 

4  a  total  of  $820,046,  000. 

5  Sec.  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II, 

6  and  III  of  this  Act,  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 

7  concerned,  be  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 

8  the  United  States  (other  than  Alaska )  and  by  10  per 

9  centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  States  or  in  Alaska. 

10  However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title  may 

11  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appro- 

12  priated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

Sec.  404.  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
section  2313(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  con¬ 
tracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or  de¬ 
velopment  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in  for¬ 
eign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 
this  Act;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  those  contracts; 

President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  re- 

24  quirements  of  that  section. 

25  Sec.  405.  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the 
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1  United  States  for  performance  within  the  United  States,  its 

2  Territories  and  possessions,  under  this  Act  shall  he  executed 

3  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Corps  of  Engi- 

4  neers,  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and 

5  Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  De- 

6  fense  determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and  super- 

7  vision  is  wholly  impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  exe- 

8  cuted  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  another  de- 

9  partment  or  Government  agency,  and  shall  be  awarded, 

10  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest 

11  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national  security  icill  not  be  im- 

12  paired  and,  the  award,  is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of 

13  title  10,  United  States  Code .  The  Secretaries  of  the  mili- 

14  tary  departments  shall  report  semiannually  to  the  President 

15  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Ttepresenta- 

16  tives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a 

17  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder . 

18  Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations  for 

19  military  public  ivorks  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary 

20  of  a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establish- 

21  ment  or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities, 

22  and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are 

23  contained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  31,  1957,  and  not 

24  superseded  or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization 

25  are  repealed,  except — 
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(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in 
the  titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions ; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as 
to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in 
part  before  July  1,  1960,  and  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guarantee  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $ 100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622); 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of 
$ 10,000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609) ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $ 6,439,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28, 
1951  (65  Stat.  336,  343); 

(6)  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  507 
of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  661), 
the  authorization  for: 

(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  installation 

H.  R.  5674 - 8 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


114 

in  the  amount  of  $2,234,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  ( 69 
Stat.  324,  328) ; 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $369,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328) ; 

(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe  in  the 
amount  of  $6,925,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  994); 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in  the 
amount  of  $1,060,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  944); 

( e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,300,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994) ; 

(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  removal 
for  flight  clearance  in  the  amount  of  $754,000  at 
various  locations  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  “ Continental  United 
States ”  and  subheading  11  aviation  facilities 
(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations)”  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332),  as  amended; 


(g)  operational  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
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■$700,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville, 
Florida  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201, 
under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States' ' 
and  subheading  “ aviation  facilities  (Fleet  Sup¬ 
port  Air  Stations)”  in  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  996),  as  amended; 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  contained  in  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to  the  extent  that  section 
504  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636, 
660),  made  available  such  authorization  for  the 
construction  of  family  housing  for  the  Department 
of  the  Army  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania, 
Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana,  and  Fort 
Shafter,  Hawaii,  and  for  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force  at  Sundance,  Wyoming,  and  at  four 
locations  outside  the  United  States. 

(i)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $5,000,000  for 
Camp  Jackson,  South  Carolina,  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  326):  Provided,  That  the  unit  cost 
per  bed  does  not  exceed  $16,000. 

Sec.  407.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
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1  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 

2  read  as  follows: 

3  “Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1959  through  and  in- 
41  eluding  1962,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 

5  Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facil- 

6  ities  at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment 

7  as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  depend- 

8  ents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination 

9  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is 

10  a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military 

11  tactical  installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased 

12  on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  seven 

13  thousand  five  hundred  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at 
14=  any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing 

facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations  available  for 
1®  maintenance  and  operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a 
17  month  for  any  such  unit.” 

1®  Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of 
1^  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is 
29  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

21  “(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 

22  and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall 

no 

^  be  contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military 
21  installations  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units 
25  involved  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  mili- 
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tary  construction  authorization  Act  except,  ( 1 )  housing  units 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  rental  guarantee  family 
housing  authorized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622):  Provided,  That  not  more  than 
five  thousand  units  shall  he  contracted  for  under  the  authority 
of  such  section  prior  to  June  30,  1964;  and  (3)  housing 
units  leased  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not, 
or  for  terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  2675  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.” 

Sec.  409.  The  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may 
acquire  by  lease  for  indefinite  periods  of  time  real  property 
in  the  Ryukyu  Islands  needed  by  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Rentals  for  such  leases  may  be  paid  in  advance 
from  appropriations  available  for  operation  and  maintenance 
except  advance  payments  for  periods  in  excess  of  five  years 
which  shall  be  from  appropriations  available  for  military 
construction. 

Sec.  410 ,  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  fu7id,s  for  officers  of  the  Army 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
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1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  major.” 

(b)  Section  7574  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Navy 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  lieutenant  commander .” 

(c)  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air 
Force  may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 
area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers 
holding  grades  below  major.” 

Sec.  411.  To  the  extent  that  any  authority  provided 
by  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636),  or  this 
Act,  for  the  construction  of  appropriated  fund  family  housing 
at  locations  in  foreign  countries  is  not  utilized,  the  con¬ 
struction  or  acquisition  of  the  number  of  housing  units  so 
authorized  may  be  accomplished  at  the  same  locations  under 
the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954 
(68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended. 

Sec.  412.  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations  for  the 
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construction  of  family  housing  contained  in  subsections 
104(b) ,  204(b),  and  304(b)  of  this  Act,  the  total  number  of 
units  of  family  housing  contracted  for  during  fiscal  year 
1960  pursuant  to  the  authority  contained  in  such  subsections 
shall  not  exceed  a  total  of  twenty-one  thousand  five  hundred 
units.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  determine  the  total 
number  of  units  to  be  constructed  by  each  of  the  military  serv¬ 
ices  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  this  section.  The 
Secretaries  of  the  three  military  departments,  or  the  designee 
of  each,  shall  promptly  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  any 
determination  made  hereunder  as  it  affects  each  such  depart¬ 
ment. 

Sec.  413.  No  money  may  be  appropriated'  after  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1959,  to  or  for  the  use  of  any  armed  force  of  the 
United  States  for  the  design,  development ,  or  procurement 
of  any  aircraft  or  missile  unless  the  appropriation  of  such 
money  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  legislation  enacted 
after  that  date. 

Sec.  414.  Section  109(a)  of  Public  Law  85-685  (72 
Stat.  636,  641 )  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  sentence 
at  the  end  thereof:  However ,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
shall  not  make  available  to  the  Administrator  of  the  General 
Services  Administration,  or  his  designee,  for  sale  pursuant  to 
this  section,  such  lands,  or  interests  therein,  not  exceeding 
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one  hundred  and  eighteen  acres  for  channel  straightening, 
and  four  hundred  acres  for  a  temporary  spoil  disposal  area 
for  a  period  of  ten  years,  as  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deter¬ 
mines  to  be  necessary  for  the  improvement  or  maintenance 
of  the  Houston  Ship  Channel  Project.” 

Sec.  415.  Section  403  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of 
1955  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sub¬ 
section  as  follows: 

“(d)  On  request  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the 
Attorney  General  shall  furnish  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
or  his  designee,  an  opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  title  to  any 
property  on  which  it  is  proposed  to  construct  housing,  or  on 
which  housing  has  been  constructed,  under  this  section.  If 
the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  is  that  the  title  to  any 
such  property  is  good  and  sufficient,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
is  authorized  to  guarantee,  or  enter  into  a  commitment  to 
guarantee,  the  mortgagee,  under  a  mortgage  on  such  prop¬ 
erty  which  is  insured  under  title  VIII  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  against  any  losses  that  may  thereafter  arise  from  adverse 
claims  to  title.  None  of  the  proceeds  of  any  mortgage  loan 
hereafter  insured  under  such  title  VIII  shall  be  used  for 
title  search  and  title  insurance  costs.” 

Sec.  416.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I, 
II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any 
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building  construction  project  within  the  continental  United 
States  ( other  than  Alaska)  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

a)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  ware¬ 
housing; 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters; 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of 
special  circumstances,  application  to  such  project  of  the 
limitations  on  unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is  im¬ 
practicable. 

Sec.  417.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3,  1958  (72 
Stat.  78),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$500,000 ”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$900,000.” 

Sec.  418.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  of  this  Act  may  be  - 
cited  as  the  “Military  Construction  Act  of  1959” . 

TITLE  V 

Reserve  Forces  Facilities 
Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  the  following  facilities  for  reserve  forces : 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 
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ARMY  RESERVE 

Aberdeen ,  South  Dakota:  Training  facilities ,  $168,000. 
Akron  (Number  2),  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 
Allentown-Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $302,000. 

Andersoyi,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Aurora,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bardstown,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Bellaire,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bloomington,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Bloomington,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bridgeport-F airfield;  Connecticut:  Training  facilities 
addition,  $64,000. 

Bronx,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Brownsville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Butler,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Champaign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chicago  Heights,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chico,  California:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Cumberland,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Dallas  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities  addi¬ 
tion,  $64,000. 

Dayton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


123 


Delaware,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Detroit  (Number  1),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$ 602,000 . 

Detroit  (Number  2),  Michigan:  Training  facilities. 
$602,000. 

Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $156,000. 
El  Dorado,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Evanston,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Flint,  Michigan :  Training  facilities,  $551,000. 

Fort  Smith,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Fulton,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Gadsden,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $144,000. 
Galveston,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Hammond,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Joliet,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

La  Crosse,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Lafayette,  Louisiana:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Malone,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Mankato,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
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Marion,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Meadville,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $ 168,000 . 
Milwaukee  (West),  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$ 602,000 . 

Morristown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Mount  Vernon,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $ 168,000 . 
Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 

New  Orleans  (Number  1) ,  Louisiana:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $520,000. 

Odessa,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $ 160,000 . 
Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Painesville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Pittsburgh  (Number  3),  Pennsylvania:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $574,000. 

Purcell,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Polla,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Rutland,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $143,000. 
Sacramento,  California:  Training  facilities  addition. 
$61,000. 

Saint  Cloud,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $330,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $61,000. 
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San  Antonio  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities , 
$520,000. 

San  Diego,  California:  Training  facilities,  $526,000. 
San  Marcos,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Santa  Barbara,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$136,000. 

Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $259,000. 
Springfield,  Missouri:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$73,000. 

U niontown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 
Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Washington,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

W asliington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Washington,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,- 

000. 

Wenatchee,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Westminster,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  additions, 
$1,788,000. 

Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $800,000. 

San  Jose,  California:  Parking  lot  and  drill  grounds,  $1. 
ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (ARMORY) 
Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $55,000. 
Anchorage,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $276,000. 
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Baltimore  (Dundalk),  Maryland:  Training  facilities, 
$215,000. 

Bayamon,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Beebe,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $ 45,000 . 

Belen,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Benson,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Birmingham,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Buffalo,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 
Butte,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Colby,  Kansas:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Colville,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

De  Witt,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
Donna,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Dover,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Durant,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $169,000. 
Farmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Gainesville,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Greeley,  Colorado:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 
Hazen,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Idaho  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
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Inman ,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities ,  $ 99,000 . 

Iuka,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 

Jonesville,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

« 

Lancaster,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Leominster,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 
Milan,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $235,000. 
Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

New  Brockton,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $46,000. 
Omaha,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 
Plentywood,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $63,000. 
Ponce,  Puerto  Pico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Princeton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Quitman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Riverdale,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Ronceverte,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 
Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $565,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

San  German,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $150,- 


000. 
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Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $600,000. 
Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Troy,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  conversions, 
$84,000. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

(NON ARMORY) 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  $57,- 

000. 

Buckhannon,  West  Virginia:  Administrative  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $206,000. 

Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $308,- 

000. 

Hayward,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facilities,  $52,000. 
Jersey  City,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$49,000. 

(2)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

NAVAL  RESERVE  ( AVIATION ) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base),  Atlanta, 
Georgia:  Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  $838,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Operational  facilities 
and  supply  facilities,  $348,000. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $ 59,000 . 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan:  Operational 
facilities  and  utilities,  $771,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $563,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana :  Supply 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $178,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $192,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts: 
Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania :  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 
$797,000. 

NAVAL  RESERVE  ( SURFACE ) 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Beaumont,  Texas:  Operational  facilities,  $65,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Champaign,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland,  Ohio: 
Training  facilities,  $655,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $204,000. 

H.  R.  5674 - 9 
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Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville,  Texas: 
Training  facilities,  $35,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven ,  Connecti¬ 
cut:  Operational  facilities,  $323,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Saint  Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $697,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  $226,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Whitestone,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities ,  $104,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $518,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Johnson  City, 
Tennessee:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition, 
$330,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Saint  Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $370,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael, 
California:  Training  facilities,  $490,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Tampa,  Flor¬ 
ida:  Training  facilities ,  $391,000. 

(3)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 
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AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Supply 
facilities  and  operational  facilities,  $ 364,000 . 

1  ‘  ’  *  V  K 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Troop  housing  and 
utilities,  $ 92,000 . 

Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $823,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Troop 
housing,  $43,000. 

O’ Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  utilities, 
$1,890,000. 

Portland  International  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon: 
Operational  facilities,  $588,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis¬ 
souri:  Supply  facilities,  $105,000. 

•  s  t  T  i  v  f- 

Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Station,  Philadelphia,  Penn¬ 
sylvania:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  troop 
housing,  $188,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan:  Operational 
facilities,  $105,000. 
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New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisi¬ 
ana:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $ 274,000 . 

Baer  Field,  F ort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $ 238,000 . 

Bradley  Field,  Hartford,  Connecticut:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $ 123,000 . 

Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $ 591,000 . 

Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington,  Vermont: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $82,000. 

Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming: 
Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $123,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facili- 

■ 

ties,  $245,000. 

Gore  Field,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Maintenance  and 
operational  facilities,  $665,000. 

Gowen  Field,  Boise,  Idaho:  Operational  facilities, 
$238,000. 

Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility, 
Maui,  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $446,000. 
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Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $3,222,000. 

Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $596,000. 

Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $946,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities, 
$259,000. 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana:  Operational 
facilities,  $238,000. 

Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Kauai, 
Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $283,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $2,323,000. 

Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis,  Tennessee: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,825,000. 

Ontario  Municipal  Airport,  Ontario,  California:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $233,000. 

Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria,  Illinois: 
Operational  facilities,  $430,000. 
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1  San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto 

2  Rico:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $ 943,000 . 

3  Sioux  Falls  (Foss  Field),  Sioux  Falls,  South  Dakota: 

4  Maintenance  facilities,  $ 123,000 . 

5  Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield,  Ohio:  Oper- 

6  ational  facilities,  $ 105,000 . 

7  Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facili- 

8  ties,  $ 123,000 . 

9  Tucson  Municipal  Airport,  Tucson,  Arizona:  Mainte- 

10  nance  facilities,  $ 123,000 . 

11  Will  Rogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Opera- 

12  tional  facilities,  $ 317,000 . 

13  (4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  neces- 

14  sary  by  changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment 

15  to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 

16  designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities  for 

17  inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for 

18  specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent 

19  with  the  interests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary 

20  of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House 

21  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de- 

22  cision  to  implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any 

23  facility  to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection:  Provided, 

24  That  the  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United 
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States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  facilities  authorized  by  this 
subsection . 

Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685,  is  amended  under 
the  heading  “naval  reserve  (aviation)”  in  clause  (1) 
of  section  603  by  striking  out  the  following: 

“ Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance 
facilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $ 652,000 .” 

“Naval  Air  Station ,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“ AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES ”  in  clause 
(2)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

(1)  With  respect  to  Barnes  Field,  Westfield, 

Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$740,000”  and,  insert  in  place 

thereof  “$1,030,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  various  locations:  Runway 

.7  r 

arrestor  barriers,  strike  out  “$300,000”  and  insert  in 

fj  r- 

place  thereof  “$480,000” . 

(c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“ ARMY  reserve”  in  clause  (3)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

!'  c  5> 

(1)  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike  out 

“$40,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$61,000” . 

CO 

(2 )  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South  Carolina, 

i.  a 
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strike  out  “$85,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

“$117,000”. 

(3)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Pennsylvania, 

strike  out  “$99,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

“$136,000”. 

(d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  head¬ 
ing  “army  national  guard  of  the  united  states 
(armory)”  in  clause  3  of  section  603  by  striking  out  the 
following: 

“ Bethlehem ,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 

$45,000.” 

“Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000.” 

“Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000.” 

“Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“ Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$130,000.” 

“Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

“Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $15,000.” 

(e)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  606  “$ 11,886,000 ”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$10,582,000 ;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(2)  (b)  of  section  606  “$ 11,976,000 ”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  ”$12,446,000 ;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 
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1  section  606  “$ 28,330,000 ”  arid  inserting  in  place  thereof 

2  “$27,702,000”. 

3  Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 

4  develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  title  without 

5  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Devised  Statutes, 

6  as  amended,  and  section  4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of  title  10, 

7  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 

8  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur- 

9  veys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision 

10  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 

11  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the 

12  Devised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land 

13  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 

14  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 

15  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use),  by  gift,  pur- 

16  chase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

17  Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  author- 
id)  ized  by  section  501  for  the  respective  reserve  components 

19  of  the  armed  forces  may  not  exceed — 

20  (1)  for  Department  of  the  Army: 

21  (a)  Army  Deserve,  $ 20,916,000 ; 

22  (b)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 

23 


$8,316,000. 
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1  (2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and  Marine 

2  Corps  Reserves ,  $8,300,000 ; 

3  (3)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

4  (a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000; 

5  (b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

6  $ 15,580,000 . 

7  Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  501  of 

8  this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 

9  be  increased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 
10  projects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve,  the  Army  Na¬ 
ll  tional  Guard  of  the  United  States,  the  Naval  and  Marine 

12  Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  the  Air  National 

13  Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts 

14  named  in  clauses  (l)(a),  (l)(b),  (2),  (3)  (a),  and 

15  (3)(b)  of  section  504,  respectively. 

16  Sec.  506.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reserve 

17  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1959.” 

18  TITLE  VI 

19  Sec.  601.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to 

20  convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  Cali- 

21  fornia,  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 

22  in  and  to  four  and  five-tenths  acres  of  land,  more  or  less, 

23  comprising  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  Light- 

24  house  Point  site  and  being  a  part  of  the  lands  known  as  the 

25  United  States  Coast  Guard  Santa  Cruz  Light  Station,  situated 


1  on  the,  northerly  side  of  West  Cliff  Drive,  approximately 

2  seven  hundred  feet  south  of  Pelton  Avenue,  in  the  city  and 

3  county  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  and  in  exchange  for  said 

4  conveyance  to  accept  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  of 

5  America  from  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  a  deed  conveying  fee 

6  simple  title  to  not  less  than  four  acres  of  land  situated  within 

7  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  to.  be  utilized  as  the  site 

8  for  a  United  States  Army  Deserve  Center:  Provided,  That 

9  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  pay  to  the  United  States  a  sum  of 

10  money  representing,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the 

11  Army,  the  aggregate  of  (1)  the  amount  by  which  the  fair 

12  market  value  of  the  property  so  conveyed  by  the  Secretary 

13  of  the  Army  exceeds  the  fair  market  value  of  the  land 

14  accepted  in  exchange  therefor;  (2)  the  amount  heretofore 

15  expended  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  connection  with 

16  the  proposed  construction  of  the  United  States  Army  Reserve 

17  Center  at  Lighthouse  Point  for  work  and  materials  which 

18  cannot  be  utilized  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  the 

19  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  on  the  site  to  be  acquired 

20  from  the  city;  and  (3)  the  amount  by  which  the  costs  for 

21  providing  adequate  foundations,  sewer  and  water  facilities, 

22  and  site  preparation  for  the  construction  of  a  United  States 

23  Army  Reserve  Center  at  the  site  to  be  acquired  from  the  city 

24  exceeds  the  estimated  costs  for  providing  foundations,  sewer 
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1  and  water  facilities,  and  site  preparation  at  the  Lighthouse 

2  Point  site. 

3  Sec.  602.  The  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  of  the 

4  Army  under  this  title  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of 

5  the  United  States  as  miscellaneous  receipts  except  that  any 

6  moneys  received  under  section  601  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  title 

7  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  to  which  such  costs 

8  are  charged. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  16,  1959. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  en.  P  Senate 

either  repeal  of  price  support  laws  or  increase  in  pin.ee  suppo  * 

committee  appointed  subcommittee  to  investigate  CCC  °^atlons-  £  v,heac 

sider  tobacco  price  support  bill  today.  Senate  passedW  consideration  of  cheat 
price  support  bill.  Revived  from  President  Internationa  Sugar..Agroemcnt, 


SENATE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Capehart  submitted  and  discussed  amendments  t0  N*  ^63,  to 
modify  pfice  supports  and  acreage  allotments  for  wheat.  He  stated  Lhat  his 
amendments  would  repeal  all  price  supports  on  farm  commodities  beginning  Jan. 
1960/would  freeze  the  surplus  stockpile,  except  for  certain  purposes, Wnd 
permit  sale  from  the  stockpile  for  export,  for  the  school  lunch  program, \and 
fdr  grants  to  feed  hungry  people,  and  would  permit  the  President  to  sell  ~ 
/the  domestic  market  anything  from  the  stockpile  at  100  percent  of  parity.  N,e 
stated  that  "Either  we  must  repeal  the  price  support  laws,  which  my  amendmen 
would  do,  or  we  must  go  back  to  90  to  100  percent  of  parity,  because  the  syste 
under  which  we  are  operating  will  not  work,11  and  that  "We  cannot  continue  to 


1, 


spend  $5  billion  a  year  on  price  supports,  or  $6-^  billion  a  year  to  operate 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  when  all  that  is  being  accomplished  is  the 
building  up  of  further  surpluses,  without  doing  any  good  for  the  farmers.')' 
len.  Humphrey  criticized  administration  farm  policies,  and  stated  that  &en. 
Caoehart  "has  stated  for  us  quite  clearly  what  he  believes  to  be  the  attitude 
of\he  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  administration."  Sen.  Capeh^rt  repliec 
that \ie  had  not  discussed  his  proposal  with  anyone,  pp.  7761-5 


2.  CCC  INVESTIGATION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  appoiiyz'ed  a  special 
subcommittee  to  investigate  activities  and  operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation^  and  all  activities  related  thereto.  Members  of  V. ne  subcommittee 
are  Sens.  Symington,  Chairman,  Humphrey,  Talmadge,  Proxmire/ Young,  N.  Dak., 
and  Williams,  \el.  p.  D374 


3.  WHEAT.  Passed  ove\,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  19^8,  to  revise  price 
supports  and  acreage  allotments  for  wheat,  p.  7728 

The  committee  report  on  the  bill  states  that  it  H<fuld: 

"(1)  Provide  priced-support  at  -- 

"(i)  65  percent^  of  parity  if  the  product  elects  to  plant  his 
full  allotment, 

"(ii)  80  percent  b£  parity  if  he  ele^ds  to  plant  not  more  than 
80  percent  of  his  allotment; 

"(2)  Impose  penalties  on  bhe  actual  yie^d  of  the  excess  acres  (or 
double  the  normal  yield  if  the  Actual  yieYa  is  not  shown) ; 

"(3)  Increase  the  marketing  penalty /to  the  basic  support  rate  applicable 
to  those  who  elect  to  plant  their  full/allotment  (65  percent  of  pairty) ; 

"(4)  Reduce  the  15-acre  exempt  icWto  12,  and  restrict  it  to  farms  which 
planted  wheat  in  1957,  1958,  or  195/apd  to  producers  who  produce  wheat  on 
only  one  farm; 

"(5)  Make  the  200-bushel  exejription  inapplicable; 

"(6)  Prohibit  price  support/(A)  outsia^  the  commercial  area  and  (B)  if 
acreage  allotments  are  not  iiy'effect;  and 

"(7)  Restrict  to  farms  oomplying  with  their  allotments  the  right  to 
withdraw  wheat  stored  from/a  previous  crop  to  avoid  penalty. 

"The  bill  would  also  permanently  repeal  authority^  to  support  prices  to  non¬ 
cooperators  for  wheat, /cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  or  tobacco." 


4.  TOBACCO.  Passed  over^  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  Ss.  1901,  to  modify  price 
supports  for  tobacco.  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  that  t\is  bill  will  be  taken 
up  Thurs. ,  May  2V.  pp.  7729,  7760-1 


5.  WATERSHEDS.  Th4  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  approved\the  following 

watershed  projects:  American  Fork-Dry  Creek,  Utah;  Big  Park\lowa;  Jennings, 
Tenn. ;  and  tittle  Paint  Creek,  Ala.  p.  D374 


6.  APPROPRIATIONS..  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  ordered  re¬ 
ported  with  amendment  H.  R.  5676,  the  D.  C.  appropriation  bill  for\L960. 
p.  DJ/4 


7.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.  R.  5674,  to 
authorize  construction  at  military  installations,  including  provisions  for  the 
use  of  foreign  currencies  received  under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign  military 
housing,  p.  7728 


8.  REORGANIZATION.  Passed  over,  on  objection  by  Sen.  Long,  S.  1474,  to  extend 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  for  two  years,  until  June  1,  1961.  pp.  7712-3 
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Comments  and  Recommendations  of  Various 

Commissions  Regarding  the  Need  for  Uni¬ 
form  Cost-Sharing  Policies  With  Par* 
ticular  Reference  to  Flood  Control 
VTask  Force  Report  on  Natural  Resources," 
prepared  for  the  Commission  on  Organiza- 
tion\>f  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment, \january  1949  (First  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  ) ; 

“When\the  Federal  Government  first  as¬ 
sumed  definite  responsibility  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection  in  195(6,  costs  were  to  be  shared  by  the 
States  and  \localities  benefited,  largely 
through  the  contribution  of  lands  and 
rights-of-way.  Removal  of  this  condition 
in  1938  with  respect  to  reservoir  projects  has 
had  the  effect  not  only  of  making  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  assume  100  percent  of  the 
costs  of  these  flood-control  projects,  but  has 
removed  one  of  the  moA.  effective  restraints 
on  the  undertaking  of  projects  of  doubtful 
feasibility.  States  and  localities  were  cer¬ 
tain  to  scrutinize  proposecK projects  with 
great  care  when  they  had  to  hear  a  signifi¬ 
cant  share  of  the  cost,  bpt  arevinclined  to 
ask  fewer  questions  when  the  FeUeral  Gov¬ 
ernment  supplies  all  the  funds”  (p.  21). 

‘‘The  existence  of  a  number  of  survey  and 
development  agencies  has  encouraged  the 
perpetuation  of  special-purpose  policies\and 
has  accentuated  statutory  inconsistencies. 
Varying  administrative  standards  of  fe; 
bility,  benefit-cost  evaluation,  and  cost  al-h 
location  have  added  to  the  confusion  in  these 
areas.  Interagency  rivalry  has  fostered  a 
sort  of  Gresham’s  law  with  respect  to  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  policies,  the  tendency  being  for 
higher  standards  of  repayment  by  State, 
local,  and  private  beneficiaries  to  be  replaced 
by  lower”  (p.  23) . 

•  “Although  the  committee  is  not  prepared 
to  make  specific  recommendations,  it  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  most  pressing  need  for  statu¬ 
tory  revision  has  to  do  with  financial  policy. 
As  a  general  principle,  costs  should  be  re¬ 
paid  as  far  as  practicable  by  the  beneficiaries, 
more  so  than  at  present.  Federal  contribu¬ 
tions  should  be  limited  to  amounts  propor¬ 
tionate  to  the  estimated  national  benefits  in¬ 
volved.  State  and  local  contributions  should 
be  required  where  practicable  as  a  regular 
policy  on  all  projects  where  localized  bene¬ 
fits  demonstrably  exist”  (p.  28). 

“A  Water  Policy  for  the  American  Peo¬ 
ple,”  the  report  of  the  President's  Water 
Resources  Policy  Commission,  1950  (Cooke 
Commission)  : 

“This  proposed  reformulation  of  water  re-! 
sources  policy  is  constructed  on  a  simple 
framework  of  principles.  These  ex¬ 
press  :  *  *  *  The  necessity  for  a  system  of  re¬ 
payment  designed  to  treat  alike  all  who 
Joy  the  advantages  of  Federal  investn/ent. 
This  will  seek  reasonable  repaymen thither 
through  direct  charge  or  assessment/ffor  the 
opportunity  which  water  resources  /programs 
offer  for  private  gain,  but  will  recognize  that 
the  great  contributions  of  such  /programs  to 
the  general  welfare  warrant  the  assumption 
by  the  Federal  Government  oj  the  remainder 
of  the  cost”  (p.  9) . " 

“Congress,  in  drafting  /lew  legislation  or 
amending  existing  legislation,  should  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  uniform  national  reimbursement 
policy  and  specify  /the  principles  to  be 
applied. 

“Reimbursement  procedure  should  aim,  as 
far  as  possible,  to  recover  a  reasonable  por¬ 
tion  of  the  benefits  accruing  from  public  ex¬ 
penditures  for  water  resources  development. 
This  should/provide  for  charges  for  benefits 
where  their  can  be  collected,  and  agreements 
with  interest  States  under  which  they  would 
utilize  y(!heir  powers  of  taxation  or  assess¬ 
ment  Ao  assure  reimbursement  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral/Government  for  primary  and. secondary 
benefits  not  susceptible  direct  collection” 

"From  the  foregoing  discussion,  it  should 
be  clear  that  the  Nation  has  no  consistent 


reimbursement  policy  in  relaiton  to  water 
resources  development.  In  general,  this  sit¬ 
uation  has  developed  out  of  piecemeal  leg¬ 
islation  and  administrative  decisions  dealing 
with  single  projects  or  with  single  functions 
^within  river  basins.  This  procedure  has 
given  rise  to  serious  inequities  and  incon¬ 
sistencies  in  reimbursement  policy, 

“In  the  case  of  local  flood  control  works, 
the  local  communities  directly  affected 
should  assume  an  appropriate  share  of  the 
cost,  which  could  be  apportioned  on  the 
basis  of  property  values  either  by  general 
taxation  or  by  special  assessment. 

“In  the  case  of  extensive  flood  control 
works,  involving  large-scale  upstream  storage 
and  land  management  programs,  the  States 
should  establish  special  districts  with  the 
adequate  powers .  to  assume  an  appropriate 
share  .of  the  cost  of  providing  protection 
against  floods”  (p.  85). 

“Missouri:  Land  and  Water,”  report  of  the 
Missouri  Basin  Survey  Commission,  1953 
(Lawrence  Commission) : 

“Greater  local  financial  responsibility: 
The  general  trend  toward  lower  reimburse¬ 
ment  requirements  should  be  reversed.  The 
problem  is  nationwide  and  application  in  any 
basin  should  obviously  be  conditioned  on/ 
revisions  being  incorporated  in  nations 
policy.  Specifically,  the  Commission  rec¬ 
ommends  that  consideration  be  given  to •/ 
“(a)  A  general  revision  in  national  policy 
vfor  the  division  of  financial  responsibility 
setween  Federal,  State,  and  local  groups  in 
order  to  obtain  higher  contributions  toward 
coAs  by  beneficiaries,  more  systematic  cost- 
sharftag  requirements  for  the  /'arious  pur¬ 
poses  And  greater  interest  and' willingness  to 
assumeAesponsibility  by  gryups  immediate¬ 
ly  a  fleeter 

“(b)  Provisions  in  natj6nal  policy  for  as¬ 
signing  charts  and  assessments  to  specified 
beneficiaries  na  accordance  with  the  follow¬ 
ing  general  principles:  *  *  *, 

“Flood  control  bEmnary  beneficiaries,  com¬ 
munities,  and  a:^8s  directly  concerned,  in¬ 
cluding  States, ^hotald  be  assigned  assess¬ 
ments  up  to  tjjre  valuevof  benefits,  subject  to 
reliable  idemification\  and  measurement, 
with  allowance  for  incentives  and  repayment 
ability”  ( v/p .  15-16) , 

Local  /Contribution  to  resource  develop¬ 
ment:  /State  and  local  interest  could  bear  a 
great/r  share  of  the  costs  of  A?°Jects  from 
whip  benefits  accrue  to  them.  Nrhis  is  par- 
tiyalarly  true  for  flood  control  and  naviga- 
m  projects  which  for  the  mostNpart  are 
Charged  off  as  nonreimbursable,  vbth  the 
result  that  the  Federal  Government  iAbear- 
ing  almost  the  entire  cost. 

“However,  the  entire  cast  of  major  proje^s 
should  not  be  borne  by  local  groups,  despit 
the  fact  that  the  large  share  of  benefits  from' 
these  projects  accrue  to  local  interests.  It 
would  be  impossible  for  the  local  govern¬ 
mental  or  private  bodies  to  finance  the  en¬ 
tire,  or  perhaps  eveii  the  major  share  of  the 
costs  of  such  projects.  Nevertheless,  the 
Commission  is  convinced  that  contribution 
or  repayment  policies  are  in  need  of  revision 
in  order  to  lessen  the  burden  on  the  Nation 
as  a  whole  and  to  stimulate  the  local  groups 
within  the  basin  to  shoulder  a  larger  portion 
of  the  financial  burden.  The  Commission 
has  continually  encountered  the  demand 
that  State  and  local  governments  be  given  a 
greater  share  in  the  determination  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  basin  program,  and  it 
believes  that  this  demand  must  be  accom¬ 
panied  by  an  explicit  willingness  to  combine 
.administrative  responsibility  with  financial 
support”  (p.  16). 

“Cost-sharing  policy  should-  promote: 
Greater  consistency  in  the  cost-sharing  re¬ 
quirements  for  the  various  resource  develop¬ 
ment  programs.  Some  of  the  variations  in 
current  practice  cannot  be  justified  in  terms 
of  any  systematic  set  of  principles”  (p.  234). 

“Water  Resourced  Policy,”  a  report  by  the 
Presidential  Advisory  Committee  on  Water 


Resources  Policy,  1955  (summary  and 
conclusions)  : 

“It  is  believed  that  the  principle  of  equal 
contribution  for  equal  benefits  /received 
should  be  applied  to  the  beneficiaries  of  all 
Federal  water  resources  developments,  al¬ 
though  it  is  recognized  that  historically,  the 
programs  of  the  Federal  age/cies  have  dif¬ 
fered  widely  as  to  the  contribution  required 
from  the  beneficiaries  91  such  projects” 
(P-  3). 

“Identifiable  benefici/ries  should  pay  an 
appropriate  share  of /the  cost  of  projects. 
The  Committee  behoves  that  in  most  in¬ 
stances,  direct  identifiable  beneficiaries 
should  pay  a  larger  share  of  the  cost  for  ben¬ 
efits  received  tlyn  they  now  do. 

“Responsibility  for  bearing  the  cost  of 
maintenance/and  operation  of  Federal  proj¬ 
ects  and  f/r  their  management  should  be 
turned  owr  to  non-Federal  interests  as  soon 
as  it  is  /roundly  feasible  in  consideration  of 
the  Federal  investment. 

“All  Federal  agencies  should  use  a  uniform 
approach  to  cost  sharing  so  that  the  division 
oLnosts  between  the  Federal  Government  and 
on-Federal  interests  for  any  particular  proj¬ 
ect  would  be  the  same  regardless  of  the 
agency  undertaking  the  project”  (p.  30). 

“The  Committee  recomniends,  as  a  general 
policy,  that  all  interstate  participate  in  the 
cost  of  projects  in  accordance  with  the  meas¬ 
ure  of  their  benefits,  and  that  the  Federal 
Government  assume  the  cost  of  that  part  of 
projects  where  the  benefits  are  widely  dis¬ 
persed  and  represent  substantial  contribu¬ 
tions  to  the  general  economic  growth  of  the 
country  or  region,  or  to  the  national  de¬ 
fense.  The  division  of  costs  between  Federal 
and  non-Federal  entities  should  be  equitably 
determined  on  the  basis  of  the  degree  and 
character  of  the  .respective  interests,  and 
the  ability  to  identify  direct  beneficiaries. 
There  the  project  is  primarily  of  a  local  char¬ 
acter,  and  where  beneficiaries  are  readily 
identifiable,  the  Federal  Government’s  con¬ 
tribution  should  be  limited,  with  the  non- 
Federal  interests  bearing  a  substantial  por¬ 
tion  of  the  construction  costs  of  the  project 
as  well  as  the  replacement,  maintenance, 
and  operation  costs.  In  cases  where  proj¬ 
ects  supply  or  safeguard  national  needs,  or 
where  there  are  other  special  compelling  con¬ 
siderations,  the  Federal  Government  may 
bear  a  larger  portion  of  the  cost  if  found  in 
each  case  to  be  justified  and  consistent  with 
criteria  established  by  the  Coordinator  of 
Water  Resources”  (p.  31). 

Task  Force  Report  on  Water  Resources  and 
Power  to  Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government,  June 
1955  (second  Hoover  Commission)  : 

“It  is  recommended,  to  assure  that  the 
Federal  payment  of  project  costs  is  kept 
rithin  reasonable  bounds,  and  that  non- 
(deral  beneficiaries  pay  or  repay  costs  com- 
mevsurate  with  their  benefits — 

at  the  Congress  enact  legislation  to 
establish  cost  distribution  principles,  which 
‘cohesive  and  clearly  identifiable  groups  re¬ 
ceiving  Abstantial  benefits’  will  be  required 
to  observeVs  a  prerequisite  of  Federal  parti¬ 
cipation  in\eclamation  projects;  to  require 
that  the  appropriate  Federal  agency  report 
on  conformant  of  local  groups  in  recom¬ 
mending  project  to  the  Congress;  and  to 
include  the  following  requirements  in  the 
principles  : 

“(a)  That  the  benefits  expected  to  result 
from  any  project  be  subdivided  as  follows: 

“1.  those  accruing  to 'groups  of  cohesive 
and  clearly  identifiable  recipients  of  substan¬ 
tial  benefits. 

“2.  all  benefits  not  assigb^ble  to  such 
groups. 

“(b.)  That  the  allocated  capital  cost  be 
distributed  in  proportion  to  the  benefits  as¬ 
signed. 

“(c)  That  financially  responsible  govern¬ 
mental  or  quasi-governmental  agencieArep- 
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resenting  the  groups  of  cohesive  and  clearly 
identifiable  recipients  of  substantial  benefits 
be  required,  as  a  condition  of  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation,  to  bind  themselves  to  pay  at  least 
50  percent  of  the  cost  prorated  to  them 
under  (b) 'above  with  interest. 

“(d)  That\  the  Federal  Government  as¬ 
sume  all  other  costs  not  assumed  by  such 
groups.  \ 

“(e)  That,  in Veneral,  non-Federal  agen¬ 
cies  assume  the  rull  cost  of  operation  and 
maintenance”  (pp.  98-99). 

“Sharing  of  cost  by\non-Federal  interests: 
A  fair  share  of  the  costW  anY  project  which 
the  Federal  Government,  either  constructs, 
or  contributes  to,  should  tse  borne  by  those 
to  whom  substantial  benefits  accrue.  This 
will  reduce  the  drain  upma  the  Federal 
Treasury.  But  it  will  do  thi\e  even  more 
important  things:  It  will  constitute  insur¬ 
ance  that  the  local  interests  are  xcally  con¬ 
vinced  of  the  soundness  of  the  projects;  it 
will  result  in  a  more  equitable  distribution 
of  costs,  and;  it  will  preserve  the  self-rsspect 
of  the  beneficiaries.  \ 

“All  of  the  Commissions  and  other  groups 
which  have  given  mature  consideration  ro 
water-resources  development  have  supported' 
the  principle  that  beneficiaries  should  bear 
an  equitable  share  of  costs. 

“Nevertheless,  present  laws  are  not,  in 
general,  in  accord  with  this  principle” 
(p.  758). 

Comments  and  Recommendations  Regarding 
Reimbursement  for  Navigation  Improve¬ 
ments 

Task  Force  Report  on  Natural  Resources, 
prepared  for  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  January  1949  (first  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion)  : 

“Under  present  methods  of  developing 
flood  control  and  navigation  works,  the  im¬ 
mediate  beneficiaries  often  do  not  have  to 
pay  directly  any  significant  part  of  the  cost. 
Their  only  contribution  is  through  general 
taxation.  Indeed,  they  are  encouraged  by 
this  policy  to  promote  costly  projects  which 
cost  them  nothing.  Such  subsidy  of  private 
individuals  from  the  public  treasury  is  at 
best  unjust.  Its  greatest  evil,  however,  arises 
from  the  removal  of  any  sort  of  economic 
measure  of  value  in  terms  of  willingness  to 
pay.  It  seems  reasonable  to  assume  that  if 
the  direct  beneficiaries  refuse  to  pay  any 
part  of  the  project  costs,  the  economic 
soundness  of  the  project  must  indeed  be 
questionable”  (p.  87). 

“A  Water  Policy  for  the  American  People,” 
the  Report  of  the  President's  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Policy  Commission,  1950  (Cooke 
Commission) : 

“Reimbursement  for  various  types  of  bene-^ 
fits  from  water  resources  programs  should  bj 
determined  in  accordance  with  the  followyfg 
principles:  *  *  *  (c)  for  navigation  it  sli^xld 
be  determined  in  connection  with  a  general 
program  for  putting  charges  for  all  farms  of 
transportation  on  a  cost  basis,  jpcluding 
interest”’  (pp.  12-13). 

“Decisions  as  to  user  charges,v6r  tolls,  for 
waterway  commerce  should  bar  worked  out 
as  a  part  of  the  whole  problenr  of  reconciling 
and  making  workable  a  coordinated  trans¬ 
portation  system.  But  With  rates  -for  all 
forms  of  transportation  Jsased  on  full  costs, 
an  interconnected  system  of  modern  water¬ 
ways,  coordinated  wiUi  land  transportation, 
should  be  able  to  sustain  itself  with  tolls 
based  on  full  costa/and  yield  returns  on  the 
public  investment  while  contributing  to  the 
most  economic  yfee  of  the  Nation’s  resources’ 

(p.  16). 

“Greater  lo6al  financial  responsibility:  The 
general  trend  toward  lower  reimbursement 
requirements  should  be  reversed.  The  prob¬ 
lem  is  rfationwide,  and  application  in  any 
basin  should  obviously  be  conditioned  on  re- 

/ 
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visions  being  incorporated  in  national  policy. 
Specifically,  the  Commission  recommends 
that  consideration  be  given  to: 

•  *  •  •  • 

“(b)  Provisions  in  national  policy  for  as¬ 
signing  charges  and  assessments  to  specified 
beneficiaries  in  accordance  with  the  follow¬ 
ing  general  principles: 

***** 

“Navigation:  An  assignment  should  be 
made  to  waterway  users  and,  through  agree¬ 
ment,  to  States  and  communities  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  their  benefits,  after  allowance  for  in¬ 
centives.  Such  assignments  may  partly  be 
met  by  toll  charges,  if  and  when  feasible” 
Ipp.  15-16). 

“Water  Resources  Policy,”  a  report  by  the 
Presidential  Advisory  Committee  on  Water 
Resources  Policy,  1955.” 

“Navigation:  Serious  consideration  should 
be  given  to  repayment  of  a  portion  of  the 
costs  of  new  navigation  projects,  particular¬ 
ly  those  which  will  create  navigability  where 
none  now  exists,  by  the  institution  of  user 
charges.  Although  it  would  appear  logical, 
in  the  interest  of  a  completely  uniform  policy- 
as  to  the  participation  of  beneficiaries  in  the 
^costs  of  water  resources  developments,  that 
(ser  charges  should  be  instituted  which 
’  mid  at  least  bear  the  cost  of  operation  and 
maintenance  of  such  navigation  facilities,  it 
musE\be  recognized  that  the  subject  of  user 
charges  involves  not  only  water  policy  but, 
also  thX  whole  field  of  "transportation,  n 
eluding  many  other  mediums.  Therefore/it 
is  a  more  appropriate  subject  for  a  survey  of 
the  entire  Ire  Id  of  transportation  thaji  one 
of  water  polic\alone”  (p.  32) . 

Task  Force  Report  on  Water  Resources  and 
Power  to  Commission  on  Organiziynon  of  the 
Executive  Branch  hf  the  Government,  June 
1955  (Second  Hoover  Commiynon) : 

“It  is  recommendeck  to  help  establish  a 
consistent  national  watHr  nolicy,  to  increase 
local  responsibility,  and  fix  the  limits  of 
Federal  activities  in  the  \le v e lo p me n t  and 
conservation  of  water  raouroes  and  power. 

“That  the  Congres^nact  legislation  to  di¬ 
rect  the  appropriate!  F ederal  agency  or  agen¬ 
cies  to  apply  the  manciples  of  national  trans¬ 
portation  policy  jUs  expressed  in  theSpreamble 
of  the  Transmutation  Act  of  194o\  to  the 
constructionyoperation,  and  maintenance  of 
navigation  facilities. 

“That  tine  Congress  enact  legislatiori\to 
establish!  a  system  of  user  charges  relati) 
to  the  inland  and  intracoastal  waterways,  th< 
GreaVhakes  and  connecting  channels,  and 
seaooast  harbors  and  channels  of  the  United 
Spates.  For  projects  now  in  operation,  such 
larges  should  cover  all  costs  of  maintenance 
<and  operation  by  whatever  agency  incurred. 
(“For  future  projects  (including  future  capi¬ 
tal  expenditures  for  projects  now  in  opera¬ 
tion)  ,  the  charges  should  cover  all  Federal 
costs,  i.e.,  maintenance,  operation,  and  capi¬ 
tal  costs.  All  such  charges  should  apply  to 
regions,  or  system,  rather  than  to  individual 
projects,  so  as  to  avoid  discrimination”  (p. 
101). 

“Water  Resources  and  Power,”  report  of 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch  of  the  Government,  June  30,  1955. 
(Second  Hoover  Commission) : 

“Recommendation  No.  8: 

“That  Congress  authorize  a  user  charge  on 
inland  waterways  except  for  smaller  pleasure 
craft,  sufficient  to  cover  maintenance  and 
operation,  and  authorize  the  Interstate  Com- 
""merce  Commission  to  fix  su?h  charges”  (p. 
85). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  and  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 


The  bill  (S.  962)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  by  the  Senate  and  House 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  A>f 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That/xhe 
modification  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  'Water¬ 
way-Channel  to  Port  Mansfield,  Tprcas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  tiy  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  oPThe  Chief 
of  Engineers  contained  in  Senate  Document 
11,  of  the  Eighty-sixth  Congreve,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $3,431,000. 

Sec.  2.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  aaonay  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

The  PRESIDING'  OFFICER.  The 
next  measure  on  /he  calendar  will  be 
stated. 


MODIFICATION  OF  PROJECT  FOR 

KAHULU*  HARBOR  ISLAND  OF 

MAUIyHAWAII  . 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (Sr  1632)  authorizing  the  modifica- 
tioiyof  the  existing  project  for  Kahului 
HEj/bor,  island  of  Maui,  Hawaii,  which 
been  reported  from  the  Committee 
5n  Public  Works  with  amendments  on 
page  1,  line  3,  after  the  word  “for”,  to 
strike  out  “Kahuli”  and  insert  “K&- 
hului”,  and  in  line  8,  after  the  word  “of”, 
to  strike  out  “$964,800”  and  insert 
“$944,500  to  the  United  States  for  con¬ 
struction”,  so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
modification  of  the  existing  project  for 
Kahului  Harbor,  island  of  Maui,  Hawaii,  is 
hereby  authorised  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  contained  in  House  Document 
Numbered  109,  of  the  Eighty-sixth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $944,500  to  the  United 
States  for  construction. 

Sec.  20.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
bill  authorizing  the  modification  of 
thK  existing  project  for  Kahului  Harbor, 
island  of  Maui,  Hawaii.” 


JILLS  PASSED  OVER 

The  bilK(S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
program  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  \Mr.  President,  by  request 
I  ask  that  the  bill  be  passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING^  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (H.R.  5674SI  to  authorize  cer¬ 
tain  construction  at  niilitary  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
all  the  items  from  No.  284  to\f,he  end  of 
the  calendar  be  passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tjie  bills 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bills  passed  over  are  as  follows: 
H.R.  5674.  A  bill  to  authorize  certain,  con¬ 
struction  at  military  installations,  and  for 
other  purposes. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  wheat  billyh  Conferees  were  appointed  in  both  Houses. 
Senate  concurred  in  House  amendmenty4o  tobacco  p^ice  support  bill.  House  received 
conference  report  on  Interior  appropriation  bill  (Sincludes  FS)  .  Senate  passed  bill 
to  extend  authority  for  refinancing  farm  loans.  Senate  passed  over  bill  to  provide 
for  centennial  celebration  of  establishment  of  USDA  and  land-grant  colleges. 
Johnston  and  Neuberger  and  Re/.  Morrison  introduced  an\  Sen.  Johnston  discussed 
Federal  employee  health  bil 


Sens. 


SENATE 

1.  TOBACCO.  Cojfcurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  1901,  which  proS^des  that 

tobacco  price  supports  shall  be  90%  of  parity  computed  under  the\ew  or  old 
formula  ./whichever  is  lower  (pp.  9583-4)  .  This  bill  will  now  be  se^it  to  the 
President.  The  House  amendment  limited  to  $50,000  the  total  amount  of  CCC 
loans/or  purchases  made  to  any  person  on  the  1960  production  of  tobac< 

2.  WHE/CT.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  action  of  the  House  in  passing  S.  1968,  the 
ieat  bill,  and  expressed  hope  that  Senate  conferees  will  agree  with  the  H&use 

"action,  pp.  9634-5 

Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  a  newspaper  article,  ''The  State  of  Congress,"  comment¬ 
ing  on  the  status  of  legislation,  including  the  lack  of  agreement  on  a  wheat 
program,  let  alone  a  basic  change  in  the  disastrous;-  farm  program  generally, 
p.  9576 


ALASKA.  Agreed  to  the  House  amendment  to  H.  R.  7120,  to  amend  certain  laws  of 
the  U,  S.  in  light  of  the  admission  of  Alaska  into  the  Union  (p.  9575).  This 
\bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

FARlt  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1941,  to  amend  Sec.  17  of  the  E  iead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  so  as  to  continue  the  authority  of  FHA  to  make  re  ;stat 

loans  for  refinancing  farm  debts  for  two  years,  until  June  30,  1961.  p  >89 

5.  WATER  UTILIZATION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  1306,  to  amend  "Columbia 

Basin  Projb.pt  Act  so  as  to  permit  delivery  of  water  for  use  by  Wa  ngton 

State  College  for  research  purposes  (pp.  9584-5)  .  This  bill  wilp  u  be  sent 

to  the  President. 


6,  POSTAL  RATES.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  5212,  to  revis  '"the  minimum  charge 
on  pieces  of  mail  of  odd  sizes  and  shapes  (p.  9587) .  This/  111  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  Preside: 


7. 


8. 


ARCHELOGICAL  DATA.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1185, 
vation  of  historical  and\ircheological  data  which  m 
resuit  of  the  construct  ioiKof  a  dam,  p,  9592 


over,  at  the 


CENTENNIAL  CELEBRATION.  Passed 
to  provide  for  the  centennial  Celebration  of 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  land\grant  collef 
p.  9587 

Sen.  Wiley  urged  passage  of  thisXbill  find  inserted  a  statement  on  the  purpose 
of  the  centennial  observances,  £p.  9y572^8 


provide  for  the  preser- 
it  otherwise  be  lost  as  a 


test  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.  R,  4012, 
establishment  of  the  Depart- 
and  State  universities. 


9.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.  R.  5674,  to 

authorize  construction  at  military  installations,  including  the  use  of  foreign 
currencies  under  Public  Lawy480  for  foreign  military  housing,  p.  9584 

10.  REORGANIZATION  PLANS.  Passed  oy4r,  at  the  request  of  Sen,  Engle,  H.  R.  5140, 

to  amend  the  Reorganization  A/t  of  1949  so  as  to\extend  the  time  in  which  the 
Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  transmitter,  to  Congress  at  any  time  be¬ 
fore  June  1,  1961.  p.  95Sr  X 

11.  RESEARCH.  Passed  over,  it  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  sV  864,  to  provide  greater  ( 

protection  against  thy'introduction  and  dissemination  o:\diseases  of  livestock 
and  poultry,  p.  958J 

12.  FAR11  CREDIT.  Pasa/d  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  l5sl3,  to  clarify  the 

status  of  the  Federal  land  banks,  the  Federal  intermediate  credit  barks,  and  the 
banks  for  cooperatives  and  their  officers  and  employees  with  respect  to  certain 
laws  applicable  to  officers  and  employees  of  the  U.  S.;  and  S.  15\2  to  amend  the 
Federal  Farm  Loan  Act  to  transfer  responsibility  for  making  appraisals  from  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration  to  the  Federal  land  banks,  p.  9589 


13.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  2094,  to 
apprqpriations  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  p.  9592 


xthorize 


14. 


LA£JD.  Passed  as  reported  S.  1521,  to  provide  for  the  removal  of  restrictions 
tse  with  respect  to  a  tract  of  land  in  Cumberland  Co.,  Tenn. ,  formerly  under 
jurisdiction  of  FHA,  which  was  conveyed  to  Tenn.  pp.  9596 
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to  our  benevolent  purposes  and  our  some¬ 
times  overpat  practical  solutions  for  the 
^vorld’s  woes.  Most  of  us  belong  to  the 
Evolutionary  people,  like  the  Irish,  or  the 
warmblooded  races,  like  the  Latin,  and  so 
we  >fcend  to  sign  up  fairly  rapidly  in  any 
crushes — crusades  for  economic,  political 
and  related  changes  designed  to  solve  by  a 
speech  ok  two,  or  a  campaign  or  two,  or  an 
election  ok  two,  or  a  war  or  two,  the  en¬ 
trenched  problems  and  accumulated  evils  of 
several  centimes.  We  tend  to  take  personal 
offense  at  th^unertia  of  the  world  in  the 
face  of  our  inspiring  convictions.  This  is 
particularly  truc^vhen  we  are  confronted 
by  exasperating  iVection  of  or  dalliance 
with  the  corollarieXof  a  creed  which  we 
know  to  be  divinelyNevealed  and  to  echo 
God’s  will  for  mankinfcL  but  which  some¬ 
times  has  rough  going  gainst  the  indiffer¬ 
ence  and  the  inertia  of  r^egenerate  man¬ 
kind. 

Here  we  do  well  to  have  V  little  bit  of 
God’s  patience,  to  offset  our  ganerous  share 
of  God’s  wrath.  A  little  patieyce  in  the 
face  of  what  we  cannot  changX  at  least 
alone  and  overnight,  will  be  helpeW  by  re¬ 
flection  on  the  persevering  patience'Vif  the 
church  across  the  centuries,  and  the\ilent 
patience  of  God  in  the  face  of  evil,  our^wn 
included.  So  too  some  lines  of  Coven^y 
Patmore  may  help  a  bit: 

“Here  in  this  little  bay,  full  of  tumultous 
life  and  great  repose. 

Where  twice  a  day  the  purposeless  glad 
ocean  comes  and  goes,  f 
In  the  high  cliffs  and  far  from  the  huge 
town  I  sit  me  down. 

“For  want  of  me  the  world’s  course  will  not 
fail, 

When  all  its  work  is  done  the  lies  shall  rot. 
The  truth  is  great  and  shall  prevail 
When  none  cares  whether  it  prevail  or  not.” 

I  merely  ask  you  to  develop  a  little  imagi¬ 
nation  and,  together  with  it,  a  little  hu¬ 
mility. 

The  golden  jubilee  of  those  who  today  re¬ 
ceive  their  degrees  will  take  place,  if  all  goes 
well,  in  June  2009.  It  is  too  soon  to  know 
on  which  of  the  planets  the  class  outing 
will  be  held.  But  the  odds  still  favor  this 
earth  and  even,  though  less  certainly,  this 
continent.  These  odds  have  been  chal¬ 
lenged,  however,  in  recent  months.  They 
were  challenged  by  a  trip  into  space  suc¬ 
cessfully  accomplished  within  the  fortnight 
by  two  monkeys,  one  named  Able  and  the 
other  named  Baker.  They  were  also  chal¬ 
lenged,  and  a  little  more  definitely  so, 
a  trip  into  space  by  a  dog  from  Russia  namSd 
Laiki.  Both  the  monkeys,  I  am  happy  to 
say,  were  Americans.  TJiese  three  historic 
creatures  have  as  I  have  suggested  iflready 
greatly  influenced  the  golden  jubitee  plans 
for  the  year  2009.  These  same/creatures 
and  all  the  developments  of  which  they  are 
symbols  '  make  it  pertinent  fo /  you  to  de¬ 
velop  a  little  imagination  ajya  a  little  hu¬ 
mility  as  we  face  the  futt 

The  new  age  of  Science^  using  telescopes 
instead  of  microscopes  :md  gazing  out  into 
God’s  clear  space  instead  of  down  into 
mind’s  murky  psychological  depths  as  the 
recent  scientists  haye  tended  to  do,  will  let 
fresh  air  into  sciemific,  political,  economic, 
academic  thinking  of  every  kind  in  the  half 
century  in  whtffii  you  will  do  your  work. 
In  such  era  tc  will  be  easy  for  the  spirit 
moving  wh em  it  will  to  evoke  more  ready 
response,  jfn.  age  of  astronomy,  the  prospect 
of  interphmetary  studies  and  even  journeys, 
these  arjr far  removed  from  the  introspective 
broodies  and  the  negative  agnosticism 
whicbr  were  the  frequent  but  unnecessary 
by-j^oducts  of  the  19th  century  scientists. 
Th®  directions  of  the  age  in  which  you 
ill  live  will  be  quite  literally  toward  the 
leavens,  and  once  again  those  with  a  little 
patience,  a  little  humor,  a  little  leisure  for 
reflection  and  repose  and  meditation,  a  little 


impatience  with  the  status  quo,  a  little  hu¬ 
mility  and  a  little  imagination  will  under¬ 
stand  better  than  have  generations  what 
the  Hebrew  Psalmist  meant  when  he  wrote : 

“I  look  up  at  those  heavens  of  Thine, 
the  work  of  Thy  hands,  at  the  moon  and 
the  stars  which  Thou  hast  set  in  their  places, 
and  I  ask,  ‘What  is  man  that  Thou  shouldst 
remember  him;  what  is  Adam’s  breed  that 
it  should  claim  Thy  care?  And  yet  Thou 
hast  placed  him  only  a  little  below  the 
angels,  crowning  him  with  glory  and  honor 
and  bidding  him  rule  over  the  works  of 
Thy  hand’.” 

Georgetown  has  prepared  you  to  do  some 
part  of  that  ruling,  with  a  little  luck  and 
a  little  prayer  and  a  little  reflection  on  your 
gratitude  to  the  university  and  those  who 
made  possible  your  attendance  at  it,  and 
the  God  who  is  able  to  make  great  things 
out  of  little  virtues. 

God  bless  you. 


CONFERRING  OF  DEGREE  OF  DOC¬ 
TOR  OF  HUMANE  LETTERS  UPON 

SENATOR  GREEN,  OF  RHODE 

ISLAND 

Mx-.  O’MAHONEY.  Mi’.  President,  ty(e 
University  of  Georgetown  at  its  ce 
mencement  exercises  .  on  June  8/  the 
L60th  annual  commencement  or  that 
reat  university  at  Georgetovm,  and 
wiWn  the  area  of  the  seat  of  tKe  govern- 
menkof  the  United  States,  honored  itself 
by  hoHpring  our  beloved  colleague,  Sen¬ 
ator  Theodore  Francis  G/een,  of  Rhode 
Island. 

The  Sector  from  Rhode  Island,  as 
everybody  M^ows,  is  /  man  .of  advanced 
years,  but  no  Member  of  the  Senate,  and 
I  am  sure  no  MWnOer  of  the  other  House 
of  Congress,  hajgfever  seen  a  man  carry 
the  burden  olrmore  than  90  years  so 
lightly  as  dops  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island. 

The  ability,  the  kncNvledge,  the  skill 
of  the  senior  Senator  ikom  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  ave  known  to  us  all.  \felt  it  would 
be  amlropriate  if  I  should  seek  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  in  the  Senate,  which  haknow  been 
g^mited  to  me,  to  read  into  tnk  Record 
le  citation  which  was  given  Nay  the 
'president  of  Georgetown  University, 
Father  Edward  B.  Bunn,  J.J.,  whe\  he 
conferred  the  honorary  degree  of  Doctor 
of  humane  letters  upon  our  colleague 
I  read  the  citation: 

To  All  Who  Shall  View  This  Document, 
Greetings  and  Peace  in  the  Lord: 

'Men  have  ever  deemed  worthy  of  deep  re¬ 
spect  and  deserving  of  peculiar  honor  those’ 
who  by  Heaven’s  favor  have  passed  nine 
fruitful  decades  in  the  service  of  their  com¬ 
patriots  and  of  all  humanity.  For  it  is' but 
right  to  accord  to  all  who  excel  the  due 
reward  of  excellence.  Respect  is  always 
deepened  and  regard  rises  to  affection  when 
in  the  prudent  counselor,  the  energetic 
executive,  the  sincere  patriot,  his  associates 
and  fellow  citizens  see  a  man  accessible  to 
all,  gentle  and  kind,  loyal  to  his  friends,  ever 
desiring  and  effectively  promoting  the  in¬ 
terests  of  his  fellow  men. 

The  statesman  whom  our  university  is  de¬ 
lighted  to  honor  at  this  commencement  con¬ 
tinued  a  long  family  tradition  when  he 
turned  early  to  the  practice  of  law.  From 
90urt  and  academic  hail  he  was  called  to  a 
soldier’s  duties  in  the  Spanish-American 
War.  Once  more,  and  for  the  many  years  to 
follow,  the  practice  of  law  offered  scope  to 
outstanding  talent  and  crowned  tireless  effort 
with  conspicuous  success.  His  fellow  citi¬ 
zens  of  Rhode  Island  shared  the  fruits  of  a 
lengthening  experience  when  they  chose  him 


as  their  representative  in  the  State  legis¬ 
lature,  when  they  drew  upon  his  counsel  and 
inspiration  during  the  trying  days  of  World 
War  I,  when  they  twice  elected  hinjfas  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  their  State.  In  this  office  he  effec¬ 
tively  supported  measures  designed  to  al¬ 
leviate  suffering  and  ameliorate  conditions 
in  a  particularly  trying  per*6d.  From  the 
highest  office  of  his  native  State  he  was 
called,  and  called  four  titaes  over,  to  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States.  By  his  spon¬ 
sorship  and  support  of  programs  of  social 
legislation  and  adeqyfate  national  defense, 
and  in  particular  by/his  untiring  activity  as 
member  and  as  Chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  he  has  for 
over  twoscore  y/ars  served  his  country  well, 
at  home  and  Abroad.  By  his  travels  to  sev¬ 
eral  continents  and  his  mastery  of  several 
languages  lie  has  advanced  the  causes  of 
international  amity  and  world  peace. 

It  is,  then,  with  the  earnest  desire  that  he 
see  imCny  more  years  of  service,  that  he 
gather  in  ever  more  abundant  measure  the 
finyffruits  of  a  full  life,  and  that  he  remain 
iof  his  juniors  a  shining  example  of  unre¬ 
mitting  toil,  steadfast  purpose,  and  un¬ 
swerving  principles,  that  the  president  and 
directors  of  Georgetown  University  create 
and  proclaim  Theodore  Francis  Green,  doc¬ 
tor  of  humane  letters,  honoris  causa. 

In  testimony  whereof  we  have  duly  issued 
these  letters  under  our  hand  and  the  sedl 
of  the  university  this  8th  day  of  June  195,9. 

Edward  B.  Bunn,  S.J., 

President. 

Joseph  A.  Sellinger,  S.J., 

Secretary. 

AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  ACT 

OF  1949,  TO  STABILIZE  SUPPORT 
FOR  TOBACCO 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  amendments  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  1901)  to 
amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  and  the  act  of  July  28,  1945,, 
to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  sup¬ 
port  for  tobacco,  which  were,  on  page  2, 
lines  14  and  15,  strike  out  “ And  provided 
further,”  and  insert  ‘‘Provided  further,” 
and  on  page  2,  line  22,  after  “used”  in¬ 
sert: 

And  provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this 
authorization  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or 
carry  out  a  price  support  program  for  1960 
under  which  a  total  amount  of  price  support 
in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be  extended 
k through  loans  or  purchases  made  or  made 
available  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Nany  person  in  the  1960  production  of  to¬ 
bacco.  For  the  purposes  of  this  proviso, 
the\erm  “person”  shall  mean  an  individ¬ 
ual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  company, 
corporation,  association,  trust,-  estate,  or 
other  leg^l  entity,  or  a.  State,  political  sub¬ 
division  oka  State,  or  any  agency  thereof. 
In  the  case  off  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from, 
a  cooperativeVnarketing  organization,  such 
limitation  sha\  not  apply  to  the  amount 
of  price  support\eceived  by  the  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  but  the  amount  of 
price  support  mad<r\aivailable  to  any  person 
through  such  cooperative  marketing  organi¬ 
zation  shall  be  included  in  determining  the 
amount  of  price  support  received  by  such 
person  for  purposes  of  suc\  limitation.  Such 
limitation  shall  not  apply kto  price  support 
on  tobacco  extended  by  purchases  of  tobacco 
from,  or  by  loans  on  tobacco  tokpersons  other 
than  the  producers  of  tobacco' N.  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  determines  >Uiat  it  is 
impracticable  to  apply  such  limitation.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issuk  regu¬ 
lations  prescribing  such  rules  as  hexleter- 
mines  necessary  to  prevent  the  evasio^  of 
such  limitation. 
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JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  S.  1901, 
the  Tobacco  Act,  which  was  passed  by 
the  Senate  and  sent  to  the  House  of 
itives,  was  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  with  a  slight 
amendment\>r  two.  There  is  a  limit  of 
$50,000  on  loans  to  one  farmer. 

Mr.  President  I  move  that  the  Senate 
concur  in  the  amendments  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  'North  Carolina. 

The  motion  as  agreed  to. 


CALL  OF  THE  Cl 


)AR 


Is  there 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICE1 
further  morning  business? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mk  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  \The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  csA 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Is  there  further  morning  business?  If 
not,  morning  business  is  closed. 

Under  the  order  previously  entered, 
the  Senate  will  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  measures  on  the  calendar  to 
which  there  is  no  objection,  beginning 
with  Calendar  No.  265.  The  clerk  will 
state  the  first  measure.  j 


SALE  OF  CERTAIN  LANDS  TO  THE  ,* 
STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

The  bill  (S.  692)  to  authorize  the  sale 
of  certain  lands  to  the  State  of  Missouri 
was  considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized 
to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to  the  State  of 
Missouri,  for  public  park  and  recreational 
purposes  only,  such  areas  within  the  portion 
of  Table  Rock  Dam  and  Reservoir  project, 
Missouri,  presently  leased  to  said  State  for 
public  park  and  recreational  purposes,  as  he 
shall  deem  essential  to  provide  building 
sites  for  permanent  buildings  and  other 
improvements  for  public  park  and  recre¬ 
ational  purposes,  but  not  to  exceed/nfty 
acres,  at  fair  value  as  determined  by  him, 
which  in  no  event  shall  be  less  ttfan  the 
cost  to  the  Government  oj  acquiring  such 
areas,  and  under  such  terms  and/conditions 
as  he  shall  deem  advisable  to/ assure  that 
the  use  of  said  areas  by  the  estate  wUl  not 
interfere  with  the  operation  of  said,  dam 
and  reservoir  project  and/ such  additional 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  shall  deem  advis¬ 
able  in  the  public  interact. 

The  conveyance  authorized  by  this  Act 
shall  not  pass  any  right,  title,  or  interest  in 
oil,  gas,  fissionabl^/materials,  or  other  min¬ 
erals. 

In  the  event^ actual  construction  of  the 
said  buildings/  and  improvements  has  not 
commenced  .within  five  years  from  the  ef¬ 
fective  data/of  this  Act,  or  in  the  event  said 
property  /hall  cease  to  be  used  for  public 
park  and  recreational  purposes  for  a  period 
of  twc/  successive  years,  then  title  thereto 
shall// immediately  revert  to  the  United 
Sta/es. 


BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize  cer¬ 
tain  construction  at  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mi-.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  bill  go  over,  since  it  is  not  properly 
calendar  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

■  T  —  ■  ■  .1  ■■■! 

LAURIE  DEA  HOLLEY  AND  KARMEN 
LAEL  HOLLEY 

The  bill  (S.  218)  for  the  relief  of 
LauriehDea  Holley  and  the  legal  guard¬ 
ian  of  Karmen  Lael  Holley,  minor  child, 

,  was  considered,  ordered  to  b,e  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate'  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
^Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  and 
greeted  to  pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
easury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to 
Laurie  Dea  Holley  of  Cannonville,  Utah,  the 
sum\f  $5,000  and  to  the  legal  guardian  of 
Karmen  Lael  Holley,  minor  child,  $20,000, 
in  fullssatisf action,  except  as  provided 
section  zW  this  Act,  of  their  claim  agaidst 
the  United*.  States  for  the  death  of  / heir 
husband  ami  father,  Elmer  Leroy  Holley, 
who  was  fatally  injured  in  an  accident  which 
occurred  on  NoWmber  29,  1953,  while  he  was 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  hi/  duties  as 
an  employee  of  Ne  United  S/ates  Senate 
Post  Office. 

Sec.  2.  This  Act  or  ’"any  payment  made  in 
accordance  with  its  provisions  shall  not  have 
the  effect  of  destroying/ or  changing  any 
rights  to  compensation yonder  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation  Act 
resulting  from  such  death. 

Sec.  3.  No  part  off  the  amoiVnt  appropri¬ 
ated  in  this  Act /hall  be  paid\r  delivered 
to  or  received  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on 
account  of  services  rendered  in  connection 
with  this  claim,  and  the  same  shalUbe  un¬ 
lawful,  any/ contract  to  the  contrarNnot- 
withstand/ig.  Any  person  violating\the 
provisica/  of  this  section  shall  be  deer 
guilty  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  convic 
tion  /hereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not' 
exceeding  $1,000. 
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FURNISHING  OF  SUPPLIES  AND 
SERVICES  TO  FOREIGN  VESSELS 
AND  AIRCRAFT 

The  bill  (H.R.  3292)  to  amend  title/0, 
United  States  Code,  to  authorize  the/6ec- 
retary  of  the  Navy  to  furnish  supplies 
and  services  to  foreign  vessels  and  air¬ 
craft,  and  for  other  purposes  ywas  con¬ 
sidered,  ordered  to  a  third  riming,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 


3SELS  TO  THE 
ITALY,  TUR- 
REPUBLIC  OF 


RESOLUTIONS  PASSED  OVER 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  115)  to  author¬ 
ize  studies  as  to  the  effectiveness  of 
present  governmental  organization  and 
procedures  for  the  development  and  exe¬ 
cution  of  national  policy  for  survival  in 
tlie  contest  with  world  communism,  was 
announced  a§  next  in  order. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  resolution  go  over,  as  not  properly 
calendar  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  res¬ 
olution  will  be  passed  over. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  69)  pro¬ 
posing  an  amendment  to  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  the  United  States  relative  to  the 
equal  rights  for  men  and  women,  was 
announced  as  next  in  order, 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  joint  resolution  go  over  as  not  prop¬ 
erly  calendar  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  passed  over. 


LOANS  OF  NAVAL 
GOVERNMENTS 
KEY,  AND  TI 
CHINA 

The  bill  (H.R/3366)  to  authorize  the 
extension  of  loans  of  naval  vessels  to  the 
Government^/ of  Italy,  Turkey,  and  the 
Republic  or  China  was  considered,  or¬ 
dered  to  a;  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  aria  passed. 

OF  COLUMBIA  BASIN  PROJECT 
IDS  TO  STATE  OF  WASHING¬ 
TON 

The  bill  (H.R.  1306)  to  provide  for  the 
sale  of  Columbia  Basin  project  lands  to 
the  State  of  Washington,  and  for  other 
purposes  was  considered,  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

Mr.  MORSE  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  deeply  regret  that  I  was  not 
present  in  the  Chamber  when  the  call 
of  the  calendar  was  started.  I  was  in 
attendance  on  other  official  business. 
Calendar  No.  296,  House  bill  1306,  was 
passed  before  I  reached  the  Chamber. 

Only  for  the  purpose  of  legislative  rec¬ 
ord  I  should  like  to  engage' ih  colloquy 
with  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Jackson]  in  regard  to  House  bill  1306,  a 
bill  to  provide  for  the  sale  of  Columbia 
Basin  project  lands  to  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  bill  would  authorize  the  sale  of 
not  more  than  640  acres  of  irrigable  land 
on  the  Columbia  Basin  project  to  the 
State  of  Washington  for  use  by  the  State 
Allege  of  Washington  for  agricultural 
research  purposes.  It  provides  that  the 
larm.  so  conveyed  shall  be  treated  as  non- 
excesk  lands,  under  the  Columbia  Basin 
Proj  ec\Act,  insofar  as  deliveries  of  water 
from  pnsject  works  are  concerned,  so 
long  as  they  are  used  for  the  purposes 
designated  \n  the  bill,  namely,  agricul¬ 
tural  research  , 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  The  Senate  will 
be  in  order.  The  Sector  from  Oregon 
will  suspend  until  the  Senate  is  in  order. 

Mr.  MORSE.  UndeV  the  Columbia 
Basin  Project  Act,  the  limitation  on  the 
acreage  to  which  water  may  lawfully  be 
delivered  through  a  reclamation  project 
is  applicable  to  State-ownea\lands  as 
well  as  private  land.  In  the  absence  of 
this  proposed  amendment  wate\  could 
be  delivered  to  no  more  than  16o\cres 
of  State-owned  land. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  the  acreage  Iir 
tation  provision  of  our  Federal  reclama-N 
tion  laws  was  not  designed  to  be  ap- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  received  vetoes/bf  wheat  Nan d  tobacco  bills.  Sen.  Cooper  criti¬ 
cized  veto  of  tobacco  bill.  Senate  passed  bi?\  to  increase  public  debt  limit. 

Sen.  Morton  introduced  and  discussed  tobacco  prrce  support  bill. 


SENATE 

1.  WHEAT;  TOBACCO;  PRICE/SUPPORTS.  Received  from  the  Prd'eident  veto  messages  on 
S.  1968,  the  wheat/bill  (S.  Doc.  33),  and  S.  1901,  the\£obacco  bill  (S.  Doc.  32 
p.  10876 

Sen.  Cooper  /riticized  the  veto  of  the  tobacco  bill  and.  stated  that  he  would 
consult  with  representatives  of  the  "tobacco  States  in  Congress"  and  others 
"before  I  make  a  decision  as  to  the  course  of  action  we  shal\now  take."  Sen. 

T a Imadee  commended  Sen.  Cooper's  statement,  pp.  10820-21. 

PUBLIC  DEBT.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  7749,  to  increase  the\permanent 
ceiling  on  the  public  debt  from  $283  billion  to  $235  billion,  and  oo  increase 
the  temporary  ceiling  from  $288,  billion  to  $295  billion  (pp.  10811-13,  10878-9). 
The/bill  had  been  reported  earlier  in  the  day  without  amendment  by  the.Finance 
littee  (S.  Rept.  432)  p.  10774.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

3. /AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  confl 

"continued,  in  executive  session,  to  resolve  the  differences  between  the  Seriate* 
and  House-passed  versions  of  H.  R.  7175,  fiscal  1960  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  related  agencies,  but  did  not  conclude  their 
work,  and  will  meet  again  tomorrow."  p.  D532 
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MUTUAL  SECURITY.  As  reported  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  S.  1451,  to 
extend  the  mutual  security  program,  includes  provisions  as  follows:  Require 

St  at  least  $175,000,000  (same  amount  as  in  last  year's  Act)  of  mutual 

urity  funds  be  used  to  finance  the  export  and  sale  for  foreign  curren^  ss  of 
plus  agricultural  commodities;  authorizes  $2,300,000  (last  year's  at 
tioilwas  $2,100,000)  for  ocean  freight  to  move  supplies  donated  to  anja  by 
American  voluntary  agencies;  and  authorizes  $179,500,000  for  technical  coopera¬ 
tion  piNagrams. 


With  Isegard  to  local  currencies  obtained  from  the  sale  of  surj 
under  Pub^c  Law  480,  the  committee  report  states: 


Lug  commodites 


'.  "The  cbmnittee  is  becoming  increasingly  concerned  ovey'the  problems 
posed,. both\immediately  and  over  the  long  term,  by  U.  S/  accumulation 
of  large  amounts  of  foreign  currencies.*** 


the  committee  hopes  the  executive  branch  will  continue  its  studies  of 
this  subject  and  submit  specific  recommendations  or  congressional  action. 
In  the  meantime  theXcommittee  takes  this  opportunity  to  record  its  view 
that  rather  too  restricted  use  has  been  made  of  the  authority  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  under  section  104\of  Public  Law  480  to  v^aive  the  requirement  of  appro¬ 
priations  in  the  case  or\foreign  currencie^/ used  for  economic  development 
grants.*** 


Inability  to  utilize  currencies  ii 
Puolic  Law  480 


'turn  inhibits  further  sales  under 


"All  countries  in  which  there  V^e  large  accumulations  of  Public  Law  480 
currencies  have  great  needs  for  /investment  in  projects  such  as  roads, 
schools,  and  health  facilities/  Although  the  emphasis  of  the  program  should 
continue  to  be  on  loans,  the  /committed  feels  that  the  Presidential  waiver 
authority  should  be  used  more  liberal ly\to  make  grants.” 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  fro*ri  the  President  message  transmitting  the  third 
annual  report  on  the  operation  of  the  trade  agreements  program  (S.  Doc.  31). 
p.  10773 


6. 


BUDGET.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va/,  inserted  a  resolution  from  ^he  Controllers  Institute  o^ 
America  urging  adherence  to  a  balanced  budget  in  1966^ and  in  future  years  of 
normal  economic  activity,  p.  10774 


7.  FOOD  FOR  PEACE.  / Sen.  Fulbright  stated  that  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  will  h/ld  hearings  on  S.  1711,  the  food  for  peace  bi%l,  on  July  7  and  8, 
p.  10777 


8.  FEDERAL -STATE  RELATIONS.  Sen.  Dodd  criticized  H.  R.  3,  to  establish  rules  of 
interpretation  concerning  the  effect  of  acts  of  Congress  on  StateVlaws,  es 
passerby  the  House,  as  leading  to  "chaos  in  the  field  of  Federal-State 
relationships,"  and  stated  that  it  is  a  "one-shot  attempt  to  rewrite\a  century 


and  a  half  of  history."  p.  10783 


9.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  an  original  bill 
S.  2280,  to  authorize  construction  at  military  installations,  including  the 
use  of  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign  military  housing 
construction  (S.  Rept.  434).  p.  10883 

A  similar  bill,  H.  R.  5674,  was  made  the  unfinished  business  for  considera¬ 
tion  Mon. ,  June  29.  p.  10879 
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But  in  our  time  we  have  not  only  con¬ 
tinued  exploitation  of  our  resources;  we  have 
abandoned  our  traditional  policy  of  fiscal 
soundness. 

fe  have  sapped  our  strength  and  under¬ 
mined  our  form  of  government  with  con¬ 
tinual  deficit  spending,  rising  debt,  and 
spiraling  inflation. 

There \an  be  no  doubt  that  *ve  have 
allowed  ourselves  to  become  weak  in  the 
fundamental^  requirement  f°r  fiscal  sound¬ 
ness. 

Development^  of  our  great  resources 
through  free  enterprise  democracy  is  the 
source  of  this  Nation’s  strength. 

With  atomic  energy,  rocketry,  etc.,  we  are 
entering  a  new  era.  N£)ur  population  is  in¬ 
creasing.  We  have  unduly  exploited  our  re¬ 
sources,  but  they  are  still  tremendous.  Our 
productive  know-how  anN  capacity  are  yet 
unsurpassed. 

These  are  elements  on  which  free  enter 
prise  democracy  should  thriveSsoundly,  and 
proceed  constructively  for  the Ngood  of  all 
mankind. 

Our  free  enterprise  democracy  is  the  great¬ 
est  system  the  world  has  ever  evolved.  But 
there  is  one  controlling  requirements,  and 
this  must  never  be  overlooked.  The  system 
is  based  on  solvent  government  and  sousjd 
money. 

With  fiscal  soundness  I  would  have  no  fear1 
for  the  future — economically  or  militarily. 
Without  it  there  will  be  neither  solid  eco¬ 
nomic  progress  nor  security  with  military 
preparedness. 

We  have  allowed  ourselves  to  grow  weak  in 
the  requirement  for  solvent  government  and 
sound  money.  Assurance  of  fiscal  soundness 
in  the  future  does  not  now  exist. 

Deficit  financing  has  been  the  rule — not 
the  exception — for  more  than  a  quarter  of  a 
century.  ... 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  testifying 
on  this  bill  has  set  the  objective  of  bringing 
the  debt  down  to  or  under  the  $285  billion 
permanent  limitation.  This  is  essential. 

To  do  this  will  require  balanced  budgets 
with  surplus.  If  he  is  to  achieve  the  objec¬ 
tive,  he  will  require  firm  action  by  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  and  constructive  help  by 
Congress  in  reduction  of  expenditures  with 
elimination  of  all  of  those  which  are  not  ab-  1 
solutely  essential. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senate  today  passed  the  bill  raising 
the  permanent  debt  limit  from  $285  bil¬ 
lion  to  $288  billion,  and  the  temporary 
debt  limit  from  $288  billion  to  $295^ 
billion.  Since  there  was  no  yea-anc 
nay  vote  on  the  bill,  I  wish  to  be 
corded  as  being  opposed  to  the  parage 
of  the  bill. 

CONSTRUCTION  AT  MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
Calendar  No.  284,  H.R.  5674,  the  mili¬ 
tary  construction  bill.  I  announce  that 
this  bill  will  be  made  the  unfinished 
business  and  that  it  is  expected  to  have 
the  Senate  take  it  up  on  Monday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
5674)  to  authorize  certain  construction 
at  military  installations,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  present  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill? 


There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which 
had  been  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  with  an  amendment. 
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SOVIET  RUSSIA  POSES  A  NEW  IN¬ 
DUSTRIAL  THREAT— ADDRESS  BY 
DR.  RAYMOND  EWELL,  VICE  CHAN¬ 
CELLOR,  UNIVERSITY  OF  BUF¬ 
FALO,  BEFORE  BUFFALO  BUSI¬ 
NESS  BREAKFAST  CLUB  ON  FEB¬ 
RUARY  18,  1959 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  speech  by 
Vice  Chancellor  Ewell,  of  the  University 
of  Buffalo,  on  the  new  industrial  threat 
being  made  by  the  Soviet  Union  against 
the  United  States  and  on  Mr.  Ewell’s 
recommendations  for  countering  this 
threat. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows ; 

Soviet  Russia  Poses  a  New  Industria: 
Threat — Russia’s  Progress,  the  Extent  /f 
Its  Threat,  and  What  We  Must  Do  Ai/ut 

It 

(£>r.  Raymond  Ewell,  vice  chancello/of  tlie 
University  of  Buffalo,  spoke  before  tfne  Buf¬ 
falo 'Business  Breakfast  Club  In  JHoteJ  La- 
fayettle  on  February  18  on  the  r/rnlts  of  his 
thinking  following  his  recent  /isit  to  Rus¬ 
sia.  His\pecial  field  of  activity  at  the  Uni¬ 
versity  is  research. ) 

Most  Americans  who  rejuf  newspapers  and 
magazines  arOv  now  a  wane  (1)  that  we  are 
engaged  in  a  gYeat  struggle  with  the  Soviet 
Union,  (2)  that  the  Soviet  Union  is  growing 
in  industrial  and'm'Ilitary  power,  and  (3) 
that  our  position  y/^a-vis  the  Soviet  Union 
is  steadily  declining. 

However,  the Jvast  majority  of  Americans, 
at  least  99.9/iercent,  \£ill  do  not  fully 
realize — - 

1.  That  tjfe  United  State^sis  in  by  far  the 
greatest  peril  of  its  history. 

2.  Tha/  the  Communist  leaders  of  Russia 
•really  /re  planning  to  dominat^the  whole 

world./ including  the  United  Stat< 

3/That  the  struggle  in  which  weSare  now 
eqgaged  is  the  climatic  struggle  of  lustory, 
lich  will  decide  the  history  of  the  Vorld 
for  the  next  few  hundred  years. 

4.  That  we  are  up  against  a  completely 
new  social  and  political  force  in  the  won! 
which  did  not  exist  42  years  ago. 

5.  That  the  Communist  threat  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  the  dominant  factor  in  shaping  all 
our  lives  during  the  next  decade, 

6.  That  this  struggle  will  come  to  a  cli¬ 
max  probably  in  10  to  15  years, 

7.  That  we  are  in  real  danger  of  losing  this 
struggle, 

8.  That  we  have  only  a  few  more  years  of 
grace  before  we  must  gird  our  loins  and  be¬ 
gin  to  fight  in  earnest. 

These  are  strong  statements.  But  the 
fact  is  it  is  impossible  to  realize  these  things 
unless  a  person  has  actually  been  to  Russia. 
No  matter  how  well-informed  a  person  may 
be,  how  many  lectures  he  hears,  how  many 
books  he  reads,  it  is  impossible  to  under¬ 
stand  the  Russian  situation  unless  he  has 
actually  been  to  Russia  within  the  past  few 
years.  The  only  way  to  understand  the  Rus¬ 
sian  picture  is  to  go  to  Russia  and  feel  the 
throbbing  power  of  that  country,  see  their 
schools  and  factories,  and  above  all  observe 
the  dynamic  character  of  the  Russian  people. 

The  industrial  growth  of  the  Soviet  Union 
during  the  30  years  since  they  started  their 
first  5-Year  Plan  in  1928  has  been  the 
greatest  industrial  development  of  any  coun¬ 


try  in  a  like  period  of  time.  They  have  ad¬ 
vanced  from  sixth  place  in  industrial  p«t- 
put  among  the  countries  of  the  world  in 
1928  to  third  place  in  1937  and  to  Second 
place  in  1945.  From  1928  to  lSfits,  their 
overall  industrial  output  increased  by  28 
times.  For  example,  steel  production  in¬ 
creased  from  4.7  million  tons  in  1928  to  60 
million  tons  in  1958,  electr/  power  from 
5  billion  to  233  billion  kilowatts -hours,  coal 
from  39  million  to  546  miUlon  tons,  cement 
from  11  million  to  1921  million  barrels, 
tractors  from  1,300  to  22^000. 

Today,  the  largest  s/el  mills  and  the  larg¬ 
est  electric  powerp/hts  in  the  world  are 
in  the  Soviet  Union.  The  Soviet  Union  is 
now  outproducing^ the  United  States  in  coal, 
machine  tools,  Railway  equipment,  timber, 
iron  ore,  aluminum  ore,  nickel,  tin,  man¬ 
ganese,  wooD' milk,  butter,  and  sugar.  In 
3  or  4  year/they  will  be  outproducing  us  in 
meat,  cenfent,  fertilizers,  and  some  other 
basic  products.  Their  new  7-year  plan, 
which  /started  January  1959  and  runs 
through  1965  calls  for  80  percent  increase 
in  overall  industrial  production,  for  exam- 
pi/  increasing  steel  production  to  95  mil¬ 
foil  tons,  electric  power  to  500  billion  kilo¬ 
watt-hours,  and  cement  to  440  million  bar¬ 
rels. 

These  are  tremendous  accomplishments. 
However,  this  development  would  pose  no 
particular  threat  to  the  United  States  if  it 
were  not  for  the  fact  that  this  enormous 
power  is  in  the  control  of  a  highly  organized 
ruling  class,  namely  the  Communist  Party, 
which  is  dedicated  to  the  idea  of  world  dom¬ 
ination.  This  is  a  religious  motivation  and 
to  be  realistic  we  must  look  upon  commu¬ 
nism  as  a  militant  religion  with  all  the 
powerful  driving  forces  which  have  always 
been  associated  with  militant  religions  in 
history.  If  it  were  Switzerland  or  India  or 
Brazil  which  was  developing  this  great  in¬ 
dustrial  potential,  we  would  have  little 
cause  to  be  concerned— in  fact,  we  would 
applaud  it  as  a  useful  contribution  to  the 
world’s  productive  capacity.  But  when  this 
great  power  is  in  the  hands  of  a  militant 
clique  bent  on  unlimited  expansion  and 
world  domination,  every  free  nation  in  the 
world,  including  the  United  States,  is  in 
peril.  As  long  as  the  religious  fervor  of  the 
Communist  leaders  continues,  we  will  be  in 
great  danger,  probably  increasing  from  year 
to  year.  We  cannot  count  on  this  religious 
fervor  subsiding  for  at  least  a  generation  and 
the  climax  of  this  struggle  seems  likely  to 
come  before  then — probably  within  15  years. 

Despite  the  great  industrial  development 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  its  industrial  capacity 
today  is  still  only  about  50  percent  of  the 
Inited  States.  However,  its  industry  has 
b^pn  growing  at  10  percent  to  15  percent  per 
year  since  1945  and  appears  likely  to  grow  at 
7  percent  to  9  percent  per  year  during  the 
next  \years.  By  comparison,  our  industrial 
capacity, has  been  growing  at  only  about  3 
percent  per  year  and  appears  likely  to  con¬ 
tinue  at  aaout  this  same  rate.  In  1950,  the 
total  industrial  capacity  of  the  Soviet  Union 
was  25  to  30 \ercent  of  that  of  the  United 
States.  In  195\  it  had  increased  to  about 
50  percent,  in  196S  it  seems  likely  to  approach 
75  percent.  In  mv  opinion,  this  will  be  a 
critical  point.  The'Soviets  will  probably  be 
on  a  par  with  the  United  States  in  the  capac¬ 
ity  to  carry  on  a  struggle — either  a  military 
struggle  or  an  economic  struggle — when  they 
have  reached  about  75  percent  of  our  indus¬ 
trial  capacity.  The  basic  reason  for  this  is 
that  Russia  is  a  nonluxury  civilization.  The 
20  to  25  percent  of  our  industrial  output 
which  we  now  put  into  luxuries  Is  one  of  our 
weaknesses  in  this  struggle.  The>.  Russians 
have  few  luxuries  and  aren’t  likelysbo  have 
many  even  by  1965.  Therefore,  they  are  able 
to  carry  on  a  struggle  with  less  total  indus¬ 
trial  capacity  than  we  are. 
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■[  development  of  the  Soviet 
s  a  danger  to  the  United 
principal  reasons: 

Union's  industrial  develop- 
s  of  their  military  power. 

Union  appears  certain  to 
of  international  trade  as  a 
>r. 

ernational  trade  by  the  So¬ 
viets  will  inevitably  lead  to  increasing  polit¬ 
ical  and  culturalNies  with  many  countries, 
which  in  turn  may  lead  to  political  control. 

We  can  expect  the\Soviets  to  challenge  us 
with  increasing  frequency  and  increasing  se¬ 
verity  as  their  industrial  power  increases. 
They  know  that  their  industrial  power  at 
present  is  not  enough  to  challenge  the  United 
States  in  earnest.  They  are\now  playing  a 
cat  and  mouse  game  in  the  Middle  East,  For¬ 
mosa,  Berlin,  etc.  These  are  purely  probing 
operations  to  see  how  far  we  will  go.  But 
during  the  next  decade  as  their  industrial 
power  with  respect  to  the  Unite®.  States 
steadily  increases,  their  challenges  wifi  be¬ 
come  more  and  more  severe,  more  and\nore 
in  earnest.  We  will  need  the  very  highest 
quality  of  leadership  to  deal  with  these  chal¬ 
lenges  which  seem  sure  to  come.  The  ways 
things  appear  to  be  developing  now  I  would 
expect  the  real  danger  to  come  in  the  period 
from  1965  to  1970,  for  that  appears  to  be  the 
time  when  their  industrial  capacity  will  ap¬ 
proach  75  percent  of  ours.  Despite  all  the 
talk  about  missiles,  atomic  bombs,  and  nu¬ 
clear  submarines,  the  real  danger  lies  in  the 
growth  of  their  industrial  power. 

We  have  only  a  few  more  years  of  grace, 
only  a  few  more  years  of  taking  life  easy, 
only  a  few  more  years  of  business  as  usual. 
Then  we  will  have  to  gird  our  loins,  jettison 
many  of  our  luxuries,  and  get  ready  to  com¬ 
bat  the  Russian  menace  in  earnest.  Our  op¬ 
ponent  has  been  on  a  war  basis  for  30  years, 
and  we  will  have  to  get  on  a  war  basis,  too,  if 
we  want  to  survive. 

The  Soviet  potential  in  the  field  of  inter¬ 
national  trade  intensifies  this  picture.  The 
Soviets  have  only  become  active  in  interna¬ 
tional  trade  during  the  past  year  or  two,  ex¬ 
cept  within  the  Communist  group  of  coun¬ 
tries.  Heretofore  they  have  not  had  any 
surplus  of  goods  they  were  willing  to  divert 
to  international  trade.  Now  they  have  some, 
and  they  will  have  more  during  the  next 
few  years.  This  may  develop  very  rapidly. 
For  example,  in  1958  the  Soviet  Union  ex¬ 
ported  cars  and  trucks  to  38  different  coun¬ 
tries.  They  told  me  in  Russia  that  they 
expect  to  export  large  quantities  of  all  types 
of  manufactured  goods  during  the  next  5  to 
10  years — automobiles,  trucks,  railway  equip¬ 
ment,  •  machine  tools,  electrical,  radio  and 
television  equipment,  typewriters,  watches/ 
cameras,  chemicals,  textiles,  etc.  The  So¬ 
viets  are  in  a  good  position  to  do  this /for 
they  can  produce  goods  more  cheaply  /than 
we  can  and  they  are  perfectly  capable  of 
meeting  any  quality  standards  which  may 
be  needed.  They  have  a  large,  y telligent 
labor  force,  the  best  natural  resources  in  the 
world,  modern  industrial  plants  and  tech¬ 
nology,  plenty  of  well-trained  engineers,  and 
most  important  of  all,  a  1/w  wage  scale. 
They  can  probably  produce ^nearly  any  prod¬ 
uct  at  a  much  lower  coy' than  the  United 
States  or  any  country  /l  Western  Europe. 
At  the  very  least,  this  development  could 
seriously  cut  into  ovy  present  international 
trade.  And  we  must  realize  that  the  Soviet 
Union  is  likely  to' be  by  far  the  toughest 
competitor  we  have  ever  come  up  against  in 
international  trade. 

In  addition/to  their  strong  position  cost- 
wise,  the  Soviets  will  have  the  advantage 
of  a  political  motivation  in  their  interna¬ 
tional  trade  program.  They  can  be  expected 
to  entey  into  international  trade  with  the 
intention  of  making  a  profit  whenever  pos¬ 
sible/  This  should  be  quite  possible  with 
their  low  cost  position.  And  they  can  be 
expected  to  do  this  vigorously  and  aggres- 
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sively.  However,  if  they  can't  make  a  profit, 
they  will  enter  into  international  trade  deals 
anyway  for  political  reasons.  In  other 
words,  international  trade  is  an  instrument 
of  national  policy  with  the  Soviets,  whereas 
American  industry  is  just  not  geared  to  do¬ 
ing  business  on  a  nonprofit  basis  for  politi¬ 
cal  reasons. 

It  would  be  my  guess  that  the  long-range 
strategy  of  the  Soviets  is  to  expand  their  in¬ 
ternational  trade  steadily  with  one  country 
after  another,  offering  as  good  terms  as  they 
have  to  to  get  the  business.  Then  will  come 
Soviet  businessmen,  advisers  and  technicians 
by  the  thousands,  as  I  observed  them  in 
India.  Closer  economic  ties  lead  to  closer 
cultural  and  political  ties.  Through  this 
process  Russia  hopes  to  wean  one  country 
after  another  to  their  side,  or  at  least  con¬ 
vince  them  they  should  be  neutral.  By  this 
process  they  might  in  10  to  15  years  get  most 
of  Asia  and  Africa  on  their  side.  In  South 
America,  too,  the  Russians  are  actively  mak¬ 
ing  business  deals  and  the  neutralization  of 
South  America  is  not  beyond  the  realm  of 
possibility.  If  these  developments  were  to 
materialize,  Europe  would  be  effectively  neu¬ 
tralized,  leaving  the  United  States  and  Can¬ 
ada  back  to  back  as  the  last  stronghold  of 
freedom. 

AVhat  can  be  done  to  counteract  this  grim 
picture?  First  and  foremost,  we  need  to  de/1 
velop\a  national  purpose,  to  decide  what  ye- 
stand  for  in  the  world  and  get  out  and  Yell 
this  agg&essively  to  the  rest  of  the  world. 
Second,  ws  need  to  develop  a  positive,  dy¬ 
namic,  long-range  foreign  policy  t  (/replace 
the  passive,  Ndefensive,  day-to-day  foreign 
policy  we  havh  had  since  1945;/TBls  will 
probably  mean  \  greatly  expanded  foreign 
aid  program,  even,  if  it  hur^s.  Third,  We 
should  accelerate  oW  military  preparedness, 
even  if  it  hurts.  Fourth,  fjzfr  the  longer  pull 
we  need  to  invest  morh  nK>ney  in  education 
and  scientific  research,  again  even  if  it  hurts. 

Tlris  is  the  most  desperate  situation  which 
this  country  has  evei/f aceaMmt  with  realis¬ 
tic  thinking,  hard  Work,  pulling  in  the  belt, 
and  a  resurgence  dt  the  pioneer  spirit  which 
built  this  Nation';  we  can  surviv\with  honor 
and  freedom.  /  \ 


NOMINATION  OF  HON.  BROOKS 
HAYS' TO  BE  MEMBER  OF  BOARD 
OF  .DIRECTORS,  TENNESSEE  VAL¬ 
LEY  AUTHORITY  \ 

&t.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  unanimously  approved  the  nom¬ 
ination  of  Brooks  Hays  the  day  before 
yesterday  as  a  member  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority.  I  take  this  opportunity  to  ex¬ 
press  my  appreciation  to  the  Senate  for 
this  vote  of  confidence  in  Mr.  Hays. 

I  think  he  is  admirably  qualified  for 
service  on  the  TV  A  Board.  I  have  come 
to  know  him  well  through  the  years  of 
our  friendship — we  have  known  each 
other  since  our  school  days  at  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Arkansas — and  I  have  great  con¬ 
fidence  in  his  ability.  He  has  long  been 
interested  in  the  field  of  conservation  and 
flood  control,  and  worked  diligently  while 
a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  to  enact  legislation  on  these  mat¬ 
ters  of  such  vital  importance  to  our  coun¬ 
try.  He  will  bring  to  this  position  a 
wealth  of  experience,  an  intelligence  of 
the  job  to  be  done,  and  the  ability  to  do 
it. 

As  my  colleagues  of  the  Senate  know, 
Brooks  Hays  has  made  many  contribu¬ 
tions  to  his  State  and  to  his  country.  I 
am  glad  he  has  been  given  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  Jor  further  service. 


ADDRESS  BY  HON.  WALTER  S 
ROBERTSON  AT  SWEET  BRIAR 
COLLEGE,  VIRGINIA  / 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  re¬ 
markably  fine  speech  made  by  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Walter  S.  Robertsorfj  Assistant 
Secretary  of  State  for  Fai/Eastern  Af¬ 
fairs,  at  Sweet  Briar  College  on  June  1, 
1959.  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  / 

Commencement  Address  By  the  Honorable 
Walter  S.  Robe/tson.  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  foe/  Far  Eastern  Affairs,  at 
Sweet  Briae/  College,  Virginia,  June  1, 
1959  / 

President  Pannell,  members  of  the  faculty, 
graduate/of  the  class  of  1959,  distinguished 
guest,  ladies,  and  gentlemen,  I  was  very 
flattered  to  receive  the  invitation  to  be  your 
comniencement  speaker  today.  Sweet  Briar 
is  /name  to  lure  all  Virginia  males  whether 
hg  be  a  romantic  from  a  nearby  college,  an 
Tester  fostering  nostalgic  memories  of  his 
'youth  and  this  campus,  a  fond  father  of  a 
Sweet  Briar  product,  or  just  the  ordinary 
run-of-the-mine  Virginian  who  even  though 
he  be  devoid  of  Sweet  Briar  romance,  memo¬ 
ries  or  parenthood  takes  great  pride  and 
gratification  in  the  stream  of  beauty,  charm 
and  culture  which  flows  from  these  walls  to 
the  social  and  intellectual  enrichment  of  his 
State. 

In  this  mood  it  may  appear  somewhat  in¬ 
appropriate  for  me  now  to  address  you  on 
a  subject  deeply  concerned  with  the  hard 
realities  of  a  world  which  seems  completely 
removed  from  this  lovely,  peaceful  scene. 
I  do  so  only  because  there  is  no  escaping 
the  necessity  of  facing  up  to  the  world  as  it 
is  if  the  values  which  make  such  scenes  as 
this  possible  are  to  be  preserved. 

You  of  the  class  of  1959  have  doubtless 
sought  to  appraise  what  kind  of  an  adult 
world  you  are  entering  today  as  graduates. 
It  is,  then,  perhaps  appropriate  to  recall 
what  Charles  Dickens,  in  what  is  perhaps 
his  most  frequently  quoted  passage,  said  of 
a  period  almost  200  years  ago:  “It  was  the 
best  of  times,  it  was  the  worst  of  times,  it 
was  the  age  of  wisdom,  it  was  the  age  of 
foolishness  *  *  *,  it  was  the  season  of  light, 
sit  was  the  season  of  darkness,  it  was  the 
spring  of  hope,  it  was  the  winter  of  de¬ 
spair,  we  had  everything  before  us,  we  had 
nothing  before  us.”  It  was,  he  concluded, 
a  period  very  like  the  one  in  which  he  was 
then  lnung  100  years  later. 

In  thusface  of  Dickens’  assertion  that  all 
ages  are  alike  in  combining  the  best  good  and 
the  worst  hvil,  the  brightest  promises  and 
the  direst  threats,  and  that  each  age  thinks 
itself  unique  iiksuch  a  paradox,  one  hesitates 
to  claim  this  character  especially  for  one's 
own.  Yet  Dicken\>iimself,  as  much  as  any¬ 
one,  would  surely  \e  overawed  by  the  ex¬ 
tremity  of  the  alternatives  that  confront  us 
in  the  middle  ofVthe  20th  century. 
Scientific  discovery  ancKinvention  are  con¬ 
tinually  opening  up  neV  possibilities  and 
they  are  doing  so  at  a  rateCof  progress  that 
is  constantly  accelerating.  \Each  year  we 
see  ever  greater  possibiiitieNmore  clearly 
before  us.  \ 

On  the  one  hand,  we  can  perceive  ahead 
of  us  an  age  of  plenty  in  which  poWty  and 
disease  will  finally  have  been  conquered:  we 
shall  have  come  to  control  our  environment, 
our  horizons  shall  have  been  extended Nieep 
into  the  heart  of  matter  and  far  out  nyto 
space.  On  the  other  hand,  we  can  perceive 
as  an  equally  plausible  possibility  the  de-^ 
struction  of  civilization — conceivably  life 
itself — by  atomic  devastation  and  the  poison¬ 
ing  of  the  atmosphere  or,  if  that  is  avoided, 
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Mr.  Stennis,  from  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2280] 

The  Committee  on  Armed  Services  having  had  under  considera¬ 
tion  the  subject  of  authorizing  construction  at  military  installations 
report  the  bill  (S.  2280)  with  the  recommendation  that  it  do  pass. 

EXPLANATION 

Senate  Report  No.  296  which  accompanied  H.R.  5674  substan¬ 
tially  covers  the  subject  matter  of  this  bill.  Subsequent  to  the 
reporting  of  H.R.  5674,  the  committee  has  given  further  considera¬ 
tion  to  a  revised  plan  for  continental  air  defense  that  was  submitted 
to  the  committee  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  June  12,  1959. 
This  revised  plan  for  continental  air  defense  required  modification 
of  the  committee  action  on  H.R.  5674.  Instead  of  proposing  mod¬ 
ification  of  H.R.  5674  by  a  committee  amendment,  the  committee 
has  elected  to  report  a  new  bill  incorporating  the  modified  continental 
air  defense  recommendations.  For  details  of  the  bill  other  than 
those  relating  to  the  modified  continental  air  defense  plan,  see  Senate 
Report  No.  296,  86th  Congress,  1st  session. 

HISTORICAL  BACKGROUND 

The  committee  for  the  past  several  years  has  become  increasingly 
concerned  over  the  wasteful  overlapping  in  weapons  systems,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  area  of  antiaircraft  missiles.  A  review  of  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  actions  over  the  past  several  years  reveals  that  testimony  in 
the  spring  of  1956,  at  the  tune  hearings  were  held  in  connection  with 
the  fiscal  year  1957  MCA  bill,  seems  to  indicate  that  the  NIKE-AJAX 
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missile  was  to  be  used  in  connection  with  the  Army’s  point  defense 
responsibilities,  and  the  TALOS  missile  was  to  be  a  part  of  the  Air 
Force  area  defense  mission.  At  that  time,  the  Army-designed  NIKE 
missile  was  described  as  the  only  weapon  in  our  arsenal  currently  in 
place  and  operational,  with  the  capability  of  reaching  altitudes  of 
known  existing  enemy  aircraft.  The  bill  for  fiscal  year  1957  contained 
close  to  $137  million  for  antiaircraft  facilities,  most  of  which  was  for 
support  of  the  NIKE  project.  Although  the  TALOS  was  just  leaving 
the  experimental  stage  and  was  not  yet  operational,  it  promised  very 
high  performance.  Approximately  $16.4  million  was  requested  in  that 
bill  to  establish  certain  TALOS  sites. 

The  committee  delved  quite  extensively  into  these  two  weapons 
systems  in  view  of  the  similar  utilization  of  the  weapons  and  conflict¬ 
ing  statements  concerning  their  relative  merits.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieved  that  the  proponents  for  each  system  were  dedicated  and  sin¬ 
cerely  patriotic  individuals  whose  sole  interest  was  to  provide  the  best 
possible  national  defense.  It  was  concluded,  however — as  set  forth 
in  the  report  on  the  1957  bill: 

*  *  *  that  both  the  Army  and  the  Air  Force  are  assigned 
overlapping  roles  and  missions  in  the  antiaircraft  and  conti¬ 
nental  air  defense  fields.  While  the  Air  Force  views  its  mis¬ 
sion  as  one  of  area  defense  and  the  Army  views  it  as  one  of 
perimeter  or  point  defense,  it  is  clear  that  definite  and  urgent 
need  exists  for  the  Department  of  Defense  to  quickly  and 
positively  clarify  the  specific  responsibility  of  each  service. 

The  committee  believes  that  unless  concise  responsibilities 
are  assigned,  duplication  of  weapon  systems  costing  in  the 
multi-billion-dollar  range  might  result,  and  that  such  dupli¬ 
cation  would  obviously  be  too  costly  as  well  as  inexcusable 
from  a  military  standpoint. 

The  committee  then  denied  the  Air  Force  authorization  for  the 
establishment  of  TALOS  sites  and  called  upon  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  to  make  a  determination.  In  denying  the  requested  authoriza¬ 
tion  the  committee  in  its  report  stated: 

Approximately  $16,250,000  was  requested  to  establish 
certain  TALOS  sites.  No  objection  is  made  to  the  continued 
research  and  development  of  TALOS,  but  the  committee 
does  not  recommend  approval  of  the  $16,250,000,  or  any 
other  authority  for  land  based  operational  facilities,  until  the 
relative  merits  of  both  systems  have  been  positively  tested 
and  the  roles  and  mission  clarified.  It  is  desired  that  a 
scientific  test  be  made  at  the  earliest  possible  moment.  It 
is  suggested  that  an  impartial  board  be  established,  composed 
of  professionally  qualified  members  who,  on  an  unbiased 
basis,  are  competent  to  evaluate  the  two  systems  and  produce 
a  definite  recommendation  consistent  with  the  best  interests 
of  the  Nation. 

The  committee  does  not  believe  that  Congress  should  be 
placed  in  the  position  of  defining  roles  and  missions,  even 
by  inference.  Understandably,  during  the  years  since 
unification  much  trial  and  error  could  be  expected,  but  it  is 
believed  that  sufficient  time  has  now  elapsed  to  provide  the 
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necessary  experience  upon  which  to  predicate  positive 
decisions. 

The  committee  took  the  action  of  denying  the  authorization  for 
TALOS  not  because  it  believed  TALOS  was  an  ineffective  weapon;  on 
the  contrary,  testimony  indicated  that  it  gave  promise  of  being 
ideally  suited  for  a  role  in  the  air  defense  system.  The  committee 
felt  then  that  Congress  should  not  be  called  upon  to  make  a  determina¬ 
tion  between  the  relative  merits  of  weapons  systems — that  this  was  a 
responsibility  that  should  be  accepted  by  the  Department  of  Defense. 

On  November  26,  1956,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  assigned  TALOS 
to  the  Department  of  the  Army;  and,  subsequently,  the  land  based 
TALOS  was  discontinued  by  the  Army. 

In  considering  the  military  construction  authorization  bill  for 
fiscal  year  1959,  the  committee  found  a  similar  situation  apparently 
existed  with  regard  to  NIKE-HERCULES  and  BOMARC. 

In  an  attempt  to  force  a  decision  in  this  regard,  the  construction 
authorization  for  each  of  two  antiaircraft  missiles  was  reduced  by  20 
percent  and  the  combined  remainder  of  some  $183  million  was  made 
available  for  authorization  in  the  system  selected  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense.  The  committee  was  desirous  that  an  entire  reappraisal  be 
made  of  the  air  defense  concept — solely  in  terms  of  effectiveness  and 
without  preference  to  individual  systems  or  military  departments. 
This  action  was  intended  to  assure  the  most  defense  for  the  dollar 
spent.  The  Senate  endorsed  the  committee’s  action  by  approving 
the  bill  by  an  80  to  0  vote.  The  desired  clear-cut  decision  was  not 
made. 

During  the  hearings  on  Department  of  Defense  appropriations  bill 
for  fiscal  year  1960,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  was  questioned  on  this 
very  point.  In  effect,  he  testified  that  the  Department  of  Defense 
had  not  reached  a  decision  between  the  principal  air  defense  systems. 
He  stated  frankly  that  this  is  one  area  where  the  Department  had  not 
done  very  well  in  making  a  decision  and  that  he  would  not  be  adverse 
to  Congress  taking  steps  to  force  such  a  decision  in  connection  with 
the  consideration  of  the  current  budget.  Indeed,  the  committee  does 
not  intend  to  imply  that  the  Secretary  has  been  negligent  in  this 
regard,  but  to  the  contrary,  Mr.  McElroy  is  an  outstanding  adminis¬ 
trator  and  has  proven  himself  many  times  over  in  his  most  difficult 
position.  Needless  to  say,  he  must  have  the  support  to  which  he  is 
entitled  if  he  is  to  accomplish  his  most  formidable  task. 

In  considering  the  military  construction  authorization  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1960,  the  committee  concluded  that  the  time  had  come  when  a 
decision  must  be  made.  The  committee  is  not  alone  in  its  concern 
over  the  air  defense  picture.  The  Ad  Hoc  Panel  for  the  Evaluation 
of  the  Bomarc  Weapon  System  stated:  "The  panel  became  alarmed 
at  the  multiheaded  approach  to  the  defense  problem.”  This  panel, 
headed  by  Dr.  C.  C.  Furnas,  chancellor  of  the  University  of  Buffalo, 
was  composed  of  a  distinguished  group  of  scientists  who  are  familiar 
with  the  problem.  It  was  not  only  the  “multiheaded”  approach  to 
the  problem  that  caused  the  committee  concern,  but  the  serious 
questions  of  the  effectiveness  of  some  weapons  against  modern  bomb¬ 
ers;  the  fear  that  the  weapons  themselves  might  be  outmoded  before 
bases  previously  authorized  could  be  constructed;  the  dangers  attend¬ 
ing  the  storage  of  atomic  warheads  in  urban  areas;  and  the  results 
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that  might  be  expected  by  the  detonation  of  these  warheads  over  the 
defended  populated  areas. 

To  effectuate  its  views,  the  committee  deleted  some  $17  million  of 
the  $22.4  million  requested  in  the  bill  as  new  authorization  for  the 
expansion  of  the  NIKE-HERCULES  system  within  the  continental 
United  States.  The  committee  likewise  rescinded  authorization  pre¬ 
viously  granted  in  fiscal  year  1959  for  the  construction  of  some  50 
HERCULES  batteries  at  25  locations  within  the  United  States  and 
8  batteries  in  Hawaii. 

THE  REVISED  PLAN 

The  action  of  the  committee  produced  some  results  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  did  submit  for  the  consideration  of  the  committee  a 
revised  plan  for  the  continental  air  defense.  Although  the  proposed 
plan  leaves  much  to  be  desired,  it  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  and 
a  step  that  probably  would  not  have  been  taken  except  for  the  in¬ 
sistence  of  the  committee.  Briefly  this  plan,  which  will  save  the 
taxpayer  some  $1.4  billions  over  the  next  few  years,  provides  for  a 
reduction  and  revision  in  the  planned  deployment  of  both  BOMARC 
and  NIKE-HERCULES  missile  sites,  and  a  revision  and  strengthen¬ 
ing  of  the  electronic  ground  environment  so  necessary  to  the  control 
of  the  weapons  and  the  air  battle. 

The  BOMARC  deployment  will  be  on  the  perimeter  of  the  east  and 
west  coasts  and  the  Canadian  border.  This  deployment  is  in  keeping 
with  the  Furnas  report  referred  to  earlier.  The  NIKE  defenses  will 
continue  to  provide  for  the  urban  areas  now  protected,  and  will  be 
extended  to  certain  carefully  selected  Strategic  Air  Command  sites. 
Although  it  does  not  affect  the  military  construction  authorization 
bill,  the  plan  further  provides  for  putting  more  funds,  some  $137 
million,  into  the  NIKE-ZEUS  antimissile  missile  program  for  en¬ 
gineering  development  type  of  work.  Although  it  was  not  made  clear 
in  the  minds  of  the  committee  members  as  to  the  success  of  this 
program,  there  is  great  hope  that  a  solution  to  the  ballistic  missile 
threat  will  be  found.  While  the  NIKE-ZEUS  system  at  this  stage  is 
not  ready  for  production,  every  possibility  must  be  explored  and  the 
committee,  therefore,  agrees  with  the  intensification  of  the  program 
and  expresses  a  strong  desire  that  the  Department  of  Defense  proceed 
with  all  possible  haste  with  the  NIKE-ZEUS  and  all  other  anti¬ 
missile  missile  possibilities. 

COMMITTEE  VIEWS 

The  committee  feels  that  the  questions  it  raised  in  the  draft  bill 
originally  submitted  were  abundantly  justified  by  the  facts  that  the 
revised  plan  as  submitted  by  the  Secretary  has  brought  forth  specific 
revisions  in  the  program  originally  submitted,  which  will  provide  for 
a  better  defense  at  less  cost;  namely,  a  saving  of  $1.4  billion. 

In  accepting  the  revised  plan  and  amending  the  bill  accordingly, 
the  committee  does  so  with  some  deference  to  the  review  that  was 
made.  However,  the  committee  still  has  some  reservations  about  the 
premises  and  philosophy  employed  in  the  plan.  For  instance,  the 
committee  questions  whether  too  much  reliance  is  being  placed  upon 
defense  as  compared  to  sharpening  our  offense  with  modernization 
of  the  Army,  the  fleet,  and  perhaps  more  emphasis  on  manned 
interceptors. 
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The  committee  expects  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  to  again  carefully  review  the  proposed  program  before 
construction  is  begun  on  new  sites.  It  urges  that  full  consideration 
be  given  to  all  sites  originally  contained  in  the  program  with  a  view 
to  selecting  for  deployment  only  those  of  the  highest  military  priority. 
Careful  consideration  should  be  given  to  expediting  the  ^BOMARC 
program  in  certain  selected  areas  as  recommended  in  the  Furnas  re¬ 
port.  Particular  attention  should  be  given  to  the  early  completion 
of  BOMARC  sites  in  those  localities  where  NIKE-HERCULES  sites 
are  proposed  as  a  stopgap  until  BOMARC  sites  can  be  completed. 
This  may  preclude  the  duplication  of  these  weapons.  The  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Stalf  should  devote  additional  study  to  whether  it  is  advis¬ 
able  to  equip  surface-to-air  missiles  with  atomic  warheads  in  situa¬ 
tions  where,  in  times  of  conflict,  detonation  over  heavily  populated 
areas  might  reasonably  be  expected. 

The  immediate  effect  of  this  revised  plan  on  the  military  construc¬ 
tion  authorization  bill  for  fiscal  year  1960  is  not  great,  since  construc¬ 
tion  costs  are  merely  the  beginning  of  the  huge  expenditures  neces¬ 
sary  to  place  these  defense  sites  in  operation. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  requested  certain  flexibility  in  utilizing 
existing  authorization  substantially  to  complete  the  programs  out¬ 
lined.  He  advised  that  the  adjustments  in  the  amount  of  some  $17 
million  made  by  the  committee  in  the  NIKE-HERCULES  program 
need  not  be  restored  provided  the  committee’s  action  in  rescinding 
authorization  for  certain  sites  authorized  last  year  is  withdrawn. 
The  Secretary  further  indicated  that  some  $29  million  in  requested 
authorization  may  be  deleted  from  title  III,  the  Air  Force  portion  of 
the  bill,  to  reflect  adjustments  in  the  BOMARC  and  SAGE  programs 
under  the  revised  plan. 

The  bill,  S.  2280,  reflects  these  changes. 

It  is  the  committee’s  view  that  with  technological  advances,  the 
intercontinental  ballistic  missile  is  increasingly  becoming  the  primary 
threat  to  our  cities  and  offensive  forces.  Nevertheless,  it  is  recog¬ 
nized  that  the  airbreathing  threat  will  be  a  real  one  for  a  considerable 
period  of  time  and  the  defense  against  manned  aircraft  and  airbreath¬ 
ing  missiles  should  be  provided  in  locations  and  by  the  type  of  weapons 
that  offer  multipurpose  protection  of  cities,  strategic  bases,  and  other 
vital  facilities.  The  sites  for  such  weapons  must  be’selected  on’strictly 
a  military  priority  basis. 

Now  that  the  pattern  for  the  continental  air  defense  has  been  de¬ 
signed,  it  is  the  desire  of  the  committee  that  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  proceed  with  all  reasonable  speed  to  place  the  perimeter  defense 
part  of  this  program  in  operation  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

The  committee  still  feels  the  best  defense  is  a  strong,  effective 
offense. 

FISCAL  DATA 

The  revised  total  of  the  bill  is  $1,209,971,000.  Of  this  amount, 
$58,045,000  represents  Reserve  components  construction.  The  new 
total  reflects  adjustments  resulting  from  the  revised  air  defense  plan 
and  a  few  other  revisions  found  desirable  subsequent  to  the  committee’s 
reporting  H.R.  5674. 
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Mr.  Stennis,  from  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,-  reported  the  following 
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A  BILL 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I 

4  Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 

5  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 

6  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma- 

7  nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 

8  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 

9  projects : 
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Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 

(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Training  facili¬ 
ties  and  troop  housing,  $785,000. 

Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsylvania:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $454,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Operational  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $4,543,000. 

Savanna  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities, 
$1,160,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Port  Lee,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $414,000. 

Columbus  General  Depot,  Ohio:  Utilities,  $2,783,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Port  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  $270,000. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$532,000. 

(Signal  Corps) 

Port  Huachuca,  Arizona :  Operational  facilties,  re¬ 
search,  development  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,230,000. 
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(Corps  of  Engineers) 

F  ort  Belvoir,  V  irginia:  Operational  facilities,  research 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $628,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Medical  facilities 
and  utilities,  $188,000. 


FIELD  FOECES  FACILITIES 
(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $59,- 

000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $64,000. 
(Second  Army  Area) 

A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $229,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,541,- 
000. 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  medical  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $2,530,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Training  facilities  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $1,090,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  facilities  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $958,000. 


Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Utilities,  $2,300,000. 
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Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties  and  supply  facilities,  $2,636,000. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia :  Training  facilities,  $238,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
troop  bousing,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7,260,000. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $620,000. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma  :  Operational  and  training  facilities 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $5,337,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities,  $160,000. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational  facilities, 

s 

medical  facilities  and  utilities,  $553,000. 

Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri:  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $261,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California:  Utilities, 
$218,000. 

(United  States  Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New 
York:  Family  housing  and  utilities,  $6,303,000. 

(Alaska  Command  Area) 

Fort  Greely:  Family  housing  and  community  facilities, 


$2,395,000. 
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Fort  Richardson:  Training  facilities,  $321,000. 
(Tactical  Installations  and  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Family  housing,  $1,646,000. 

Various  locations :  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities  and  utilities, 
$13,194,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 
(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Helemano,  Hawaii:  Real  estate,  $90,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities  and 
community  facilities,  $1,259,000. 

Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa:  Training  facilities,  $217,000. 
Pacific  Scatter  System:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,104,000. 

(Caribbean  Command  Area) 

Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facilities,  $228,000. 

(European  Command  Area) 

France:  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

Germany:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $10,338,000. 

Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  community  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$1,973,000. 
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(Army  Security  Agency) 

Various  locations:  Administrative  facilities,  operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  family  housing, 
and  utilities,  $5,573,000. 

(Strategic  Army  Communications) 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $1,288,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $81,830,000. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 
missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen 
research  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  pro¬ 
duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next 
military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 
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acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notif}' 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de¬ 
cision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public 
work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real 
estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will 
expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have 
been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  638)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat, 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing 
foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
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Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  400  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  12,  157  units  and 
community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations : 

Inside  the  United  States 

ARADCOM  Tac  Sites,  575  units. 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Fort  Dix,  Hew  Jersey,  200  units. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1,000  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  800  units. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  867  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 

Ford  Ord,  California,  500  units. 
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1  Tort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

2  Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts,  1,200  units. 

3  Outside  the  United  States 

4  Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Kico,  150  units. 

5  Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 

6  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental  United 

7  States”,  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

8  (1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

9  facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Aberdeen 

10  Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$2,288,000”  and 

11  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,613,000”. 

12  (2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

13  facilities  (Quartermaster  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  New 

14  Cumberland  General  Depot,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out 

15  “$464,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$597,000”. 

16  (3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

17  facilities  (Signal  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Port 

18  Huachuca,  Aiizona,  strike  out  “$1,936,000”  and  insert  in 

19  place  thereof  “$2, 276, 000”. 

20  (4)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 

21  (Fifth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Leonard  Wood, 

22  Missouri,  strike  out  “$4,663,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 


23  “$5,051,000”. 
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(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$118,101,000”  and  “$295,580,000”,  respectively. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 

develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con- 

• 

structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation,  ap¬ 
purtenances,  utilities  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,422,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $365,000. 

David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Maryland : 
Besearch,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $318,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Subsidence 
protective  measures,  $500,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,146,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Opera- 
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tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  and  production  facilities, 
$3,497,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Operational 
facilities,  $7,353,000. 

Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island,  California:  Utilities, 
$701,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities ;  and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Field,  Bravo, 
operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  and  real  estate,  $5,147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacolo,  Florida:  Community 
facilities,  $400,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,811,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $24,554,000. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California;  Operational 
facilities,  $305,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia:  Operational 
facilities,  $336,000. 

(Marine  Corps  Air  Station) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  $51,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $48,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Eacility,  Santa  Ana,  California: 
Troop  housing,  $2,216,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Ah*  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $3,851,000. 

(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Eacility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force 
Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,051,000. 

Naval  Ah*  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey:  Utilities, 
$726,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  Biver,  Maryland:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,050,000. 

Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  : 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $333,000. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Opera- 
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tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements;  at  Point  Arguello,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
ammunition  storage  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements;  and,  at  vari¬ 
ous  Pacific  islands,  operational  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $30,000,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne,  New  Jersey:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $123,000. 

Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn,  New  York: 
Administrative  facilities,  $113,000. 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  California:  Adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  $100,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California: 
Utilities,  $432,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  ammunition  storage 
facilities,  $328,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $1,137,000. 
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1  ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

2  Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head,  Maryland:  Re- 

3  search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $972,000. 

4  SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

5  Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Utilities, 

6  $1,025,000. 

7  Naval  Communication  Training  Center,  Corry  Pield, 

8  Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,000,000. 

9  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Troop 

10  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,712,000. 

11  Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Real  Estate,  $81,000. 

12  Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Utilities, 

13  $144,000. 

14  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

15  Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New  London, 

16  Connecticut:  Medical  research  facilities,  $75,000. 

17  COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

18  Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Kodiak,  Alaska: 

19  Operational  facilities,  $84,000. 

20  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Camp  Chiniak,  Alaska: 

21  Operational  facilities,  $40,000. 

22  Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia: 

23  Operational  facilities,  $1,781,000. 

24  Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 

25  Virginia:  Maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin- 
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istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,957,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili- 

at 

ties,  community  facilities,  adminstrative  facilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $3,179,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine:  Troop 
housing,  $271,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  KESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,591,000. 
Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands: 
Operational  facilities,  $507,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop  housing  and 
community  facilities,  $4,133,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,640,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing,  $295,000. 
Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon,  Philippine 
Islands:  Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kameohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $47,000. 
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1  Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera- 

2  tional  facilities,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 

3  community  facilties,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 

4  $3,579,000. 

«• 

5  Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain:  Operational  facilities, 

6  $5,400,000. 

7  SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

8  Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory 

9  of  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities, 

10  $4,796,000. 

11  '  COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

12  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel,  Turkey: 

13  Utilities,  $105,000. 

14  Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 

15  Troop  housing,  $267,000. 

16  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa:  Operational 

17  facilities,  $2,038,000. 

18  Naval  Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto  Rico:  Util- 
319  ities,  $86,000. 

20  Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu,  Territory  of 

21  Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $274,000. 

o  ■(  r  J  •  •:  •  ,  .  -  r  *  •• 

22  YAEDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

23  Public  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Utilities 
“24  and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $10,947,000. 
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Naval  Station,  Guatanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities, 
$760,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $18,495,000. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 
or  develop  Navy  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interest  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Provided ,  That 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
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Representatives,  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will  expire  as 
of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public  works  proj¬ 
ects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified 
pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  646)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for¬ 
eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  units. 
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(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the 
following  locations: 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston,  South  Carolina, 
40  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California, 
500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada,  106  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225  units. 

Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida,  40 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi,  320 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia,  Louisiana, 
178  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Bhode  Island,  500  units. 

Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory,  Panama  City,  Florida, 
42  units. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia,  450  units. 
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Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West 
Virginia,  142  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California,  150 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida, 
229  units. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona, 
100  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 
“$72,785, 000”,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,- 
000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$72,785,000”,  and  “$212,833,000”, 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,000” 
and  “$212,983,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Memphis,  Tennessee,  by  striking  out  “$511,- 
000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$664,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


21 


(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ”  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$273,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$330,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 
402  the  amounts  “$312,004,000”,  and  “$460,716,000”  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$312,214,000”,  and 
“$460,926,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River,  North  Carolina,  by  striking 
out  “$39,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$52,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facili¬ 
ties”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendle¬ 
ton,  California,  by  striking  out  “$1,469,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$1,596,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended 
under  the  heading  “Outside  the  United  States”  in 
section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “communication  facilities” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istan- 
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bul,  Turkey,  by  striking  out  “$130,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$320,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$230,356,000”,  “$48,199,000”,  and  “$337,611,000”,  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$230,496,000”, 
“$48,389,000”,  and  “$337,941,000”. 

TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquir¬ 
ing,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 

A  IE  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $766,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $190,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota:  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,309,000. 
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Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bafael,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $2,779,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $955,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $1,755,000. 

McChord  Air  F orce  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington :  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $523,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $3,371,000. 

NOBAD  Headquarters,  Colorado  Springs  Area,  Colo¬ 
rado:  Operational  facilities  and  real  estate,  $10,000,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,234,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $255,000. 

Bichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis- 
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souri:  Maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $866,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $612,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach, 
New  York:  Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $269,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilites, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,266,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,181,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska  :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,150,000. 

Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improvements, 

$100,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,690,000. 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance  facilities, 


$250,000. 
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1  Various  locations,  Alaska:  Operational  and  training 

2  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,510,000. 

3  AIE  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

4  Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Borne,  New  York:  Maintenance 

5  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $676,000. 

6  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  facili- 

7  ties,  $341,000. 

8  Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Opera- 

9  tional  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,180,000. 

10  McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California: 

11  Operational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,548,000. 

12  Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania: 

13  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 

14  medical  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,676,000. 

15  Bobins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia  :  Supply  facili- 

16  ties,  and  troop  housing,  $900,000. 

17  Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma: 

18  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,036,- 

19  000. 

20  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Be- 
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search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

$12,000,000. 

AIR,  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullahoma, 
Tennessee:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $5,690,000. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 
$787,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  $833,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$909,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
Training  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,452,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $1,822,000. 

Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Research  Site,  Alamogordo, 
New  Mexico:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $616,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


27 


AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,828,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $216,000. 

Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,307,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational 
facilities,  $405,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California  :  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
community  facilities,  $1,980,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $408,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $807,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma  :  Operational 
facilities,  $250,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $2,168,000. 
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AIR  UNIVERSITY 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,915,000. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama :  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $391,000. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  suppl}T  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $20,000,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $822,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $750,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,083,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $253,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $110,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Supply 
facilities  and  ground  improvements,  $187,000. 
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Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $300,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $416,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,099,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,725,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,484,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Maintenance 
facilities,  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $425,000. 

Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana  : 
Utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $350,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 
Troop  housing,  commimity  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,475,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma  : 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $621,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi :  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  commimity  facilities, 
$264,000. 
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Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona :  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $895,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,071,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $292,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Bapid  City,  South  Dakota: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,445,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $158,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 
facilities,  $762,000. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Cheyenne,  Wyo¬ 
ming:  Administrative  facilites,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,461,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,661,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $6,364,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $410,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington: 
Operational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,036,000, 
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Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska  :  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $164,000. 

Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  $325,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $48,000.  ;•) 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $866,000.  •  *r> 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $712,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $6,052,000.  '  - 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $8,402,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,361,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,802,- 
000. 

JS«  .4 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $542,000. 


.32 


1  Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 

2  Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,134,000. 

3  Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 

4  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

5  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com- 

6  munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,533,000. 

7  Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 

8  facilities,  $4,147,000. 

9  Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 

10  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 

11  $1,098,000. 

12  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc,  California:  Op- 

13  erational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $147,000. 

14  Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera- 

15  tional  facilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $942,000. 

16  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster,  Missouri:  Op- 

17  erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili- 

18  ties,  $2,406,000. 

19  Wurtsmitli  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera- 

20  tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 

21  utilities,  $2,484,000. 

22  TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

23  Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mexico:  Mainte- 


24  nance  facilities,  $800,000. 
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England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria,  Louisiana:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,468,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $540,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  :  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $557,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $2,249,000. 

Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,- 
150,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina  :  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $505,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $246,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  suppty  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facil¬ 
ities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $74,651,000. 
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Outside  the  United  States 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 
Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,199,000. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Wake  Island:  Supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,211,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  medical  facil¬ 
ities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $21,778,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Utilities,  $106,000. 
Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Bico:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,309,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $6,996,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 
Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $15,160,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCE  SECURITY  SERVICE 
Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 

facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,908,000. 
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SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $16,987,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for 
ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  and  ballistic  missile 
detection  by  acquiring,  contracting,  converting,  rehabili¬ 
tating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $417,541,000. 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may - 
establish  or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by 
proceeding  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in 
Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 
unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 
the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
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land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $15,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 
final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authoriza¬ 
tion  will  expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those 
public  works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that 
date. 

(b)  Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 
Stat.  636,  655)  is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  thereunder  concerning  which  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  commu- 
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nity  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 
(68  Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity  transactions 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  300  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  203  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Bentwaters  RAF  station,  United  Kingdom,  187  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Burderop  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom,  152  units 
and  community  facilities. 

Croughton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Greenham  Common  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
135  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  136 
units. 

Lakenheath-Maldenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  468 
units  and  hospital  facilities. 

Ruislip  (West)  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Sculthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  61  units 
and  community  facilities. 
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Welforcl  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  Commu¬ 
nity  facilities. 

Woodbridge  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Classified  locations,  1,083  units  and  community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas,  100  units. 

Blythe ville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  400  units. 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  160  units. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  100  units. 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  200  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  150  units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  400  units. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  340  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  190  units. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyoming,  156  units. 
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1  Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  500  units. 

2  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  670  units. 

3  Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  240  units. 

4  Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  520  units. 

5  K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  470  units. 

6  Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330  units. 

7  Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

8  Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

9  Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  100  units. 

10  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  560  units. 

11  Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230  units. 

12  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  530  units. 

13  Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

14  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  820  units. 

15  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  400  units. 

16  Travis  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600  units. 

17  Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  200  units. 

18  Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  200  units. 

19  Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170  units. 

20  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600  units. 

21  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350  units. 

22  Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390  units. 

23  Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 

24  amended,  under  the  heading  “Outside  the  United 

25  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 
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Under  the  subheading  “alaskan  air  command”, 
with  respect  to  Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  strike  out 
“$1, 630, 000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,895,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$160,705,000”,  and  “$607,460,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$160,970,000”,  and  “$607,725,000”  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended,  under 
the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301 
as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command”— 

(1)  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base, 
Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out  “$1,832,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,182,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  “$3,265,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$3,890,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base, 
Kansasville,  Wisconsin,  strike  out  “$15,552,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$16,655,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “542,161,000”  and 
“$952,415,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$544,- 
239,000”  and  “$954,493,000”,  respectively. 
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TITLE  IV 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military  department 
may  proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  under  this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  529;  40 
U.S.C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority 
for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  super¬ 
vision  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be 
exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section 
355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  255) , 
and  even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  author¬ 
ity  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make 
surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use ) ,  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government- 
owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  he  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 
appropriations  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States,  $65,900,- 

000;  outside  the  United  States,  $24,210,000';  section 
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102,  $81,830,000;  section  103,  $10,000,000;  or  a.  total 
of  $181,940,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States,  $111,- 
326,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $34,950,000;  sec¬ 
tion  202,  $18,495,000;  section  203,  $10,000,000;  or  a 
total  of  $174,771,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $286,- 
746,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $71,759,000;  sec¬ 
tion  302,  $417,541,000;  section  303,  $15,000,000;  or 
a  total  of  $791,046,000. 

Sec.  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II, 
and  III  of  this  Act,  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
concerned,  be  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  (other  than  Alaska)  and  by  10  per 
centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  States  or  in  Alaska. 
However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title  may 
not  he  more  than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

Sec.  404.  Whenever — 

( 1 )  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  con¬ 
tracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or  de¬ 
velopment  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in  for¬ 
eign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 
this  Act;  and 
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(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  those  contracts; 
the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  that  section. 

Sec.  405.  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the 
United  States  for  performance  within  the  United  States,  its 
Territories  and  possessions,  under  this  Act  shall  be  executed 
under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and  super¬ 
vision  is  wholly  impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  exe¬ 
cuted  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  another  de¬ 
partment  or  Government  agency,  and  shall  be  awarded, 
insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest 
responsible  bidder,  if  the  national  security  will  not  be  im¬ 
paired  and  the  award  is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  Secretaries  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  departments  shall  report  semiannually  to  the  President 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a 
competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations  for 
military  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary 
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of  a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establish¬ 
ment  or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities, 
and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are 
contained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  31,  1957,  and  not 
superseded  or  otherwise  modified  bv  a  later  authorization  are 
repealed,  except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in 
the  titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions ; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as 
to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in 
part  before  July  1,  1960,  and  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guarantee  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act  of  Julv  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of 
$10,000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained 
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in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28,  1951 
(65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(6)  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  507 
of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  661), 
the  authorization  for: 

(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  installation 
in.  the  amount  of  $2,234,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69 
Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $369,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe  in  the 
amount  of  $6,925,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  994) ; 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in  the 
amount  of  $1,060,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  944)  ; 

(e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,300,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994)  ; 

(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  removal 
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for  flight  clearance  in  the  amount  of  $754,000  at 
various  locations  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  “Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations)  ”  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332) ,  as  amended; 

(g)  operational  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$700,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville, 
Florida  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201, 
under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
and  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Fleet  Sup¬ 
port  Air  Stations)  ”  in  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  996),  as  amended; 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  contained  in  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to  the  extent  that  section 
504  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636, 
660) ,  made  available  such  authorization  for  the 
construction  of  family  housing  for  the  Department 
of  the  Army  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania, 
Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana,  and  Fort 
Shatter,  Hawaii,  and  for  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force  at  Sundance,  Wyoming,  and  at  four 
locations  outside  the  United  States. 

(i)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
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1  medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $5,000,000  for 

2  Camp  Jackson,  South  Carolina,  that  is  contained 

3  in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 

4  (69  Stat.  324,  326)  :  Provided ,  That  the  unit  cost 

5  per  bed  does  not  exceed  $16,000. 

6  (j)  medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $2,667,- 

7  000  for  Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska, 

8  that  is  contained  in  title  III,  section  301,  of  the 

9  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  344)  :  Pro- 

10  vided,  That  this  authorization  shall  expire  on  Janu- 

11  ary  1,  1961,  if  not  funded  prior  to  that  date. 

12  Sec.  407.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 

13  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 
11  read  as  follows: 

15  “Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1959  through  and  in¬ 
lb  eluding  1962,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 

17  Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facil- 

18  ities  at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment 

19  as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  depend- 

20  ents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination 

21  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is 

22  a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military 

23  tactical  installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased 

24  on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  seven 

25  thousand  five  hundred  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at 
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any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing 
facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations  available  for 
maintenance  and  operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a 
month  for  any  such  unit.” 

Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of 
August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall 
be  contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military 
installations  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units 
involved  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  except  ( 1 )  housing  units 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  rental  guarantee  family 
housing  authorized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622)  :  Provided,  That  not  more  than 
five  thousand  units  shall  be  contracted  for  under  the  author¬ 
ity  of  such  section  prior  to  June  30,  1964;  and  (3)  housing 
units  leased  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not, 
or  for  terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  2675  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.” 

Sec.  409.  The  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may 
acquire  by  lease  for  indefinite  periods  of  time  real  property 
in  the  Ryukyu  Islands  needed  by  the  United  States  Gov- 
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eminent.  Rentals  for  such  leases  may  be  paid  in  advance 
from  appropriations  available  for  operation  and  maintenance 
except  advance  payments  for  periods  in  excess  of  five  years 
which  shall  be  from  appropriations  available  for  military 
construction. 

Sec.  410.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Army 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  bolding 
grades  below  major.” 

(b)  Section  7574  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Navy 
may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of 
1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers  holding 
grades  below  lieutenant  commander.” 

(c)  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters 
constructed  from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air 
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1  Force  may  be  four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 

2  area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers 

3  holding  grades  below  major.” 

4  Sec.  411.  To  the  extent  that  any  authority  provided 

5  by  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636),  or  this 

6  Act,  for  the  construction  of  appropriated  fund  family  housing 

7  at  locations  in  foreign  countries  is  not  utilized,  the  con- 

8  struction  or  acquisition  of  the  number  of  housing  units  so 

9  authorized  may  be  accomplished  at  the  same  locations  under 

10  the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954 

11  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended. 

12  Sec.  412.  No  money  may  be  appropriated  after  Decem- 

13  ber  31,  1959,  to  or  for  the  use  of  any  armed  force  of  the 

14  United  States  for  the  design,  development,  or  procurement 

15  of  any  aircraft  or  missile  unless  the  appropriation  of  such 

16  money  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  legislation  enacted 

17  after  that  date. 

18  Sec.  413.  Section  109(a)  of  Public  Law  85-685  (72 

19  Stat.  636,  641)  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  sentence 

20  at  the  end  thereof:  “However,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 

21  shall  not  make  available  to  the  Administrator  of  the  General 

22  Services  Administration,  or  his  designee,  for  sale  pursuant  to 

23  this  section,  such  lands,  or  interests  therein,  not  exceeding 
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1  one  hundred  and  eighteen  acres  for  channel  straightening, 

2  and  four  hundred  acres  for  a  temporary  spoil  disposal  area 

3  for  a  period  of  ten  years,  as  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deter- 

4  mines  to  be  necessary  for  the  improvement  or  maintenance 

5  of  the  Houston  Ship  Channel  Project.” 

6  Sec.  414.  Section  403  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of 

7  1955  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sub- 

8  section  as  follows: 

9  “(d)  On  request  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the 

10  Attorney  General  shall  furnish  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 

11  or  his  designee,  an  opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  title  to  any 

12  property  on  which  it  is  proposed  to  construct  housing,  or  on 

13  which  housing  has  been  constructed,  under  this  section.  If 

14  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  is  that  the  title  to  any 

15  such  property  is  good  and  sufficient,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

16  is  authorized  to  guarantee,  or  enter  into  a  commitment  to 

17  guarantee,  the  mortgagee,  under  a  mortgage  on  such  prop- 

18  erty  which  is  insured  under  title  VIII  of  the  National  Hous- 

19  ing  Act,  against  any  losses  that  may  thereafter  arise  from  ad- 

20  verse  claims  to  title.  None  of  the  proceeds  of  any  mortgage 

21  loan  hereafter  insured  under  such  title  VIII  shall  he  used  for 

22  title  search  and  title  insurance  costs.” 

23  Sec.  415.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I, 
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II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any 
building  construction  project  within  the  continental  United 
States  (other  than  Alaska)  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

(1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  ware¬ 
housing  ; 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters; 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of 
special  circumstances,  application  to  such  project  of  the 
limitations  on  unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is  im¬ 
practicable. 

Sec.  416.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3,  1958  (72 
Stat.  78),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$500,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$900,000.” 

Sec.  417.  Section  404(c)  (2)  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1955  is  amended  by  striking  the  first  two  sentences 
thereof  and  substituting  the  following  language:  ‘In  any 
condemnation  proceedings  instituted  to  acquire  any  such 
housing,  or  interest  therein,  the  court  shall  not  order  the 
party  in  possession  to  surrender  possession  in  advance  of 
final  judgment  unless  a  declaration  of  taking  has  been  filed, 
and  a  deposit  of  the  amount  estimated  to  be  just  compensa¬ 
tion  has  been  made,  under  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of 
February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421).  The  amount  of  such 
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deposit  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall  not  in  any  case 
be  less  than  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual  cost  of  the  housing 
(not  including  the  value  of  any  improvements  installed  or 
constructed  with  appropriated  funds)  as  certified  by  the 
sponsor  or  owner  of  the  project  to  the  Federal  Housing 
Commissioner  pursuant  to  any  statute  or  any  regulation 
issued  by  the  Federal  Housing  Commissioner,  reduced  by 
the  amount  of  the  principal  obligation  of  the  mortgage  out¬ 
standing  at  the  time  possession  is  surrendered,  hut  any  such 
deposit  shall  not  include  any  excess  mortgage  proceeds  or 
“windfalls,”  kickbacks  and  rebates  received  in  connection 
with  the  construction  of  said  housing  as  determined  by  the 
Department  of  Defense,  or  any  other  Federal  agency.  The 
amount  of  such  deposit  in  any  case  where  the  sponsor  or 
owner  has  not  certified  the  cost  of  the  project  to  the  Federal 
Housing  Commissioner  at  the  time  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or 
his  designee,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  26, 
1931  (46  Stat.  1421)  :  Provided,  That  in  the  event  there 
is  withdrawn  from  the  registry  of  the  court  by  the  owner  or 
sponsor  a  sum  of  money  in  excess  of  the  final  award  of 
just  compensation,  this  excess  shall  be  repaid  to  the  United 
States  plus  a  sum  equal  to  4  per  centum  per  annum  on  such 
excess  from  the  time  such  sum  is  deposited  in  the  registry  of 
the  court :  Provided  further,  That  any  court  in  which  money 
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1  is  deposited  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  require  the 

2  furnishing  of  security  by  the  owner  to  protect  the  United 

3  States  from  any  loss  by  reason  of  a  final  award  of  just 

4  compensation  of  less  than  the  amount  deposited:  And  pro- 

5  videcl  further,  That  the  deposit  required  to  be  made  by  this 

6  section  shall  be  without  prejudice  to  any  party  in  the  deter- 

7  ruination  of  just  compensation.  Unless  title  is  in  dispute, 

8  the  court,  upon  application  and  subject  to  the  foregoing 

9  provisions  of  this  subsection,  shall  promptly  pay  to  the  owner 

10  at  least  75  per  centum  of  the  amount  so  deposited,  but  such 

11  payment  shall  be  made  without  prejudice  to  any  party  to 

12  the  proceeding.’ 

13  Sec.  418.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  not  later 

14  than  July  31,  1959,  report  to  the  Armed  Services  Com- 

15  mittees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  representatives — 

16  (1)  the  feasibility  of  expediting  the  Bomarc  pro- 

17  gram  and  utilizing  its  greater  potential  coverage  and 

18  economy  of  operation  in  lieu  of  certain  proposed  Nike- 

19  Hercules  installations ; 

20  (2)  the  results  of  a  complete  review  of  all  pre- 

21  viously  programed  missile  sites  with  assurance  that  the 

22  selection  of  those  sites  to  be  constructed  was  made 

23  strictly  on  the  basis  of  military  priorities ; 

24  (3)  the  opinion  of  the  respective  Chiefs  of  Staff 

25  on  the  authorized  program  for  the  defense  of  Hawaii 
with  their  recommendations,  if  any,  for  modification 
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or  change  in  emphasis  and  corresponding  adjustment 
of  such  program; 

(4)  the  latest  information  on  the  progress  of  anti¬ 
missile  programs  with  recommendations,  if  any,  for 
expediting  them; 

(5)  the  latest  opinion  of  the  respective  Chiefs  of 
Staff  with  respect  to  the  nature  of  any  military  threat 
to  the  security  of  the  United  States  in  the  next  five 
years  and  their  judgments  as  to  whether  it  is  best  met 
by  continuing  military  programs  as  presently  author¬ 
ized,  or  whether  certain  changes  should  be  made  in  that 
programing. 

Sec.  419.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  of  this  Act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Military  Construction  Act  of  1959”. 

TITLE  V 

Reserve  Forces  Facilities 
Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  the  following  facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

ARMY  RESERVE 

Aberdeen,  South  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Akron  (Number  2) ,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 
Allentown-Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 


ties,  $302,000. 
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Anderson,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Aurora,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bardstown,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Bellaire,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bloomington,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Bloomington,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bridgeport-Fairfield,  Connecticut:  Training  facilities 
addition,  $64,000. 

Bronx,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Brownsville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Butler,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Champaign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chicago  Heights,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Chico,  California:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Cumberland,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Dallas  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities  addi¬ 
tion,  $64,000. 

Dayton,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

Delaware,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Detroit  (Number  1),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 

Detroit  (Number  2),  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 


$602,000. 
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Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $156,000. 
El  Dorado,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Evanston,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

Elint,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $551,000. 

Fort  Smith,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Fulton,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Gadsden,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $144,000. 
Galveston,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Hammond,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
Joliet,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

La  Crosse,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
Lafayette,  Louisiana:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 
Malone,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Mankato,  Minnesota  :  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Marion,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Meadville,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Milwaukee  (West),  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$602,000. 


Morristown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 
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Mount  Vernon,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 
New  Orleans  (Number  1),  Louisiana:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $520,000. 

Odessa,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
Painesville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Pittsburgh  (Number  3),  Pennsylvania:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $574,000. 

Purcell,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Polla,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Eutland,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $143,000. 
Sacramento,  California:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$61,000. 

Saint  Cloud,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $330,000. 
Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $61,000. 

San  Antonio  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$520,000. 

San  Diego,  California:  Training  facilities,  $526,000. 
San  Marcos,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Santa  Barbara,  California:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $259,000. 
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Springfield,  Missouri :  Training  facilities  addition, 
$73,000. 

Uniontown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 
Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Washington,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Washington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Washington,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,- 

000. 

Wenatchee,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 
Westminster,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  additions, 
$1,788,000. 

Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $800,000. 

San  Jose,  California:  Parking  lot  and  drill  grounds,  $1. 
ARMY  NATIONAL  GTTxARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

(ARMORY) 

Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $55,000. 
Anchorage,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $276,000. 
Baltimore  (Dundalk),  Maryland:  Training  facilities 
$215,000. 

Bayamon,  Puerto  Bico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Beebe,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Belen,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Benson,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Birmingham,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
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Bound  Brook,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 
Buffalo,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Butte,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Colby,  Kansas:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Coleville,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

De  Witt,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
Donna,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Durant,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Elyria,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $169,000. 
Farmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Flemington,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 
Freehold,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 
Gainesville,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Greeley,  Colorado:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 
Hackettstown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 
Hazen,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Idaho  Falls,  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Inman,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Iuka,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 
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1  Jonesville,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

2  Lancaster,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

3  Leominster,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 

4  Milan,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

5  .  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $235,000. 

6  Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 

7  $105,000. 

8  New  Brockton,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

9  Newton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

10  Norwalk,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

11  Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $46,000. 

12  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 

13  Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 

14  Plentywood,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $63,000. 

15  Ponce,  Puerto  Pico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

16  Princeton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 

17  Quitman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

18  Ponceverte,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

19  Poswell,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 

20  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $565,000. 

21  Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

22  San  German,  Puerto  Pico:  Training  facilities,  $150,- 

23  000. 

24  Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $600,000. 

25  Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 
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1  Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

2  Troy,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

3  Tuckerton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

4  Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

5  Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  conversions, 

6  $84,000. 

7  AEMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

8  (NONARMORY) 

9  Bismarck,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  $57,- 
10  000. 

11  Buckhannon,  West  Virginia:  Administrative  and  sup- 

12  ply  facilities,  $206,000. 

13  Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  facihties,  $308,- 

14  000. 

15  Hayward,  Wisconsin :  Maintenance  facilities,  $52,000. 

16  Jersey  City,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  facilities,  $49,- 

17  000. 

18  (2)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

19  NAVAL  RESERVE  (AVIATION) 

20  Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base),  Atlanta, 

21  Georgia:  Operational  facihties,  supply  facihties,  and  utihties 

22  and  ground  improvements,  $838,000. 

23  Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Operational  facihties 

24  and  supply  facihties,  $348,000. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $59,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  He,  Michigan:  Operational 
facilities  and  utilities,  $771,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $563,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Supply 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $178,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $192,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts: 
Operational  facilities,  $76,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities, 
$797,000. 

NAVAJj  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Beaumont,  Texas:  Operational  facilities,  $65,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Champaign,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland,  Ohio: 
Training  facilities,  $655,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $204,000. 
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Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville,  Texas: 
Training  facilities,  $35,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven,  Connecti¬ 
cut:  Operational  facilities,  $323,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $697,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California  : 
Operational  facilities,  $226,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Whitestone,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  $104,000. 

MAEINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Training  facilities,  $518,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Johnson  City, 
Tennessee :  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition, 
$330,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint 
Louis,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $370,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael, 
California:  Training  facilities,  $490,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Tampa,  Flor¬ 
ida:  Training  facilities,  $391,000. 

( 3 )  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force : 
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ATE  FORCE  RESERVE 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Supply 
facilities  and  operational  facilities,  $364,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Troop  housing  and 
utilities,  $92,000. 

Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $823,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Troop 
housing,  $43,000. 

O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities  and  utilities, 
$1,890,000. 

Portland  International  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon : 
Operational  facilities,  $588,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis¬ 
souri:  Supply  facilities,  $105,000. 

Willow  Grove  Naval  Ah-  Station,  Philadelphia,  Penn¬ 
sylvania:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  troop 
housing,  $188,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan:  Operational 


facilities,  $105,000. 
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1  New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisi- 

2  ana:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $274,000. 

3  Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Operational  facili- 

4  ties,  $238,000. 

5  Bradley  Field,  Hartford,  Connecticut:  Maintenance 

6  facilities,  $123,000. 

7  Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Opera- 

8  tional  facilities,  $591,000. 

9  Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington,  Vermont: 

10  Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

11  Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin:  Opera- 

12  tional  facilities,  $82,000. 

13  Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming: 

14  Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

15  Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Maintenance 

16  facilities,  $123,000. 

17  Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facili- 

18  ties,  $245,000. 

19  Gore  Field,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Maintenance  and 

20  operational  facilities,  $665,000. 

21  Gowen  Field,  Boise,  Idaho :  Operational  facilities, 

22  $238,000. 

23  Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility, 

24  Maui,  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $446,000. 
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Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $3,222,000. 

Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $596,000. 

Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $946,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities, 
$259,000. 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana:  Operational 
facibties,  $238,000. 

Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Kauai, 
Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $283,000. 

Little  Rock  Am  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  maintenance  fa¬ 
cibties,  $2,323,000. 

Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis,  Tennessee : 
Operational  facibties,  maintenance  facibties  and  supply  facib¬ 
ties,  $1,825,000. 

Ontario  Municipal  Airport,  Ontario,  California:  Train¬ 
ing  facibties,  $233,000. 

Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria,  Ilbnois : 
Operational  facibties,  $430,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto 
Rico:  Operational  facilities  and  supply  facibties,  $943,000. 
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Sioux  Falls  (Foss  Field),  Sioux  Falls,  South  Dakota: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield,  Ohio:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $105,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $123,000. 

Tucson  Municipal  Airport,  Tucson,  Arizona:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Will  Rogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $317,000. 

(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  neces¬ 
sary  by  changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment 
to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities  for 
inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for 
specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  interests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  de¬ 
cision  to  implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any 
facility  to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection:  Provided , 
That  the  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  facilities  authorized  by  this 
subsection. 

Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under 
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the  heading  “naval  reserve  (aviation)”  in  clause  (1) 
of  section  603  by  striking  out  the  following: 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance 
facilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000.” 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“air  national  guard  of  the  united  states”  in  clause 
(2)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

(1)  With  respect  to  Barnes  Field,  Westfield, 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$740,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,030,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  various  locations:  Bun  way 
arrestor  harriers,  strike  out  “$300,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$480,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“army  reserve”  in  clause  (3)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

(1)  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike  out 
“$40,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$61,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South  Carolina, 
strike  out  “$85,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$117,- 
000”. 

(3)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Pennsylvania, 
strike  out  “$99,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$136,000”. 
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(d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  head¬ 
ing  “army  national  guaed  of  the  united  states 
(armory)”  in  clause  3  of  section  603  by  striking  out  the 
following : 

“Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,- 
000.” 


“Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 
“Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000.” 
“Cincinnati,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $300,000.” 
“Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000.” 
“Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 
“Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$130,000.” 


“Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

“Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training 'facilities,  $15,000.” 

(e)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  606  “$11,886,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$10,582,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(2)  (b)  of  section  606  “$11,976,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$12,446,000;”  and  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  606  “$28,330,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$27,402,000”. 

Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  title  without 
regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
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as  amended,  and  section  4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 
temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur¬ 
veys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision 
incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  he  exercised 
before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land 
is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 
land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 
and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  pur¬ 
chase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  section  501  for  the  respective  reserve  components 
of  the  armed  forces  may  not  exceed — 

( 1 )  for  Department  of  the  Army : 

(a)  Army  Reserve,  $20,916,000; 

(b)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 

$8,596,000. 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and 

Marine  Corps  Reserves,  $8,300,000; 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 

$15,580,000. 

Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  501  of 
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this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
be  increased  hy  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 
projects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve,  the  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  of  the  United  States,  the  Naval  and  Marine 
Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Dorce  Reserve,  and  the  Air  National 
Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts 
named  in  clauses  (1)  (a),  (1)  (h),  (2),  (3)  (a),  and 
(3)  (b)  of  section  504,  respectively. 

Sec.  506.  This  title  may  he  cited  as  the  “Reserve 
Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1959”. 

TITLE  VI 

Sec.  601.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorizedAo 
convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  four  and  five-tenths  acres  of  land,  more  or  less, 
comprising  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  Light¬ 
house  Point  site  and  being  a  part  of  the  lands  known  as  the 
United  States  Coast  Guard  Santa  Cruz  Light  Station,  situated 
on  the  northerly  side  of  West  Cliff  Drive,  approximately 
seven  hundred  feet  south  of  Pelton  Avenue,  in  the  city  and 
county  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  and  in  exchange  for  said 
conveyance  to  accept  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  of 
America  from  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  a  deed  conveying  fee 
simple  title  to  not  less  than  four  acres  of  land  situated  within 
the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  to  be  utilized  as  the  site 
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for  a  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center:  Provided,  That 
the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  pay  to  the  United  States  a  sum  of 
money  representing,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  the  aggregate  of  (1)  the  amount  by  which  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  so  conveyed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  exceeds  the  fair  market  value  of  the  land 
accepted  in  exchange  therefor;  (2)  the  amount  heretofore 
expended  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  connection  with 
the  proposed  construction  of  the  United  States  Army  Reserve 
Center  at  Lighthouse  Point  for  work  and  materials  which 
camiot  be  utilized  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  the 
United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  on  the  site  to  be  acquired 
from  the  city;  and  (3)  the  amount  by  which  the  costs  for 
providing  adequate  foundations,  sewer  and  water  facilities, 
and  site  preparation  for  the  construction  of  a  United  States  . 
Army  Reserve  Center  at  the  site  to  he  acquired  from  the  city 
exceeds  the  estimated  costs  for  providing  foundations,  sewer 
and  water  facilities,  and  site  preparation  at  the  Lighthouse 
Point  site. 

Sec.  602.  The  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  under  this  title  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States  as  miscellaneous  receipts  except  that  any 
moneys  received  under  section  601  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  title 
shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  to  which  such  costs 
are  charged. 
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2.  TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  J.  Res.  435^, 
the  continuing  resolution  making  temporary  appropriations  to  departments  and 
agencies  pending  the  enactment  of  the  remaining  regular  appropriation  bills 
(pp.  11204-8) .  the  Senate  later  passed  this  measure  without  amendment 
^p.  1x157) .  This  measure  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

3.  COMMERCE  DEPARTMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Received  the  conference  ,/eport  on 

this^ill,  H.  R.  7349,  (H.  Rept.  621)  (pp.  11256-7,  11259).  Conferee/  were  ap¬ 
pointed  earlier  in  the  day  (p.  11195) . 

4.  SiAxE- JUSTICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Received  the  conference  /Report  on  this 
bill,  H.  R.\7343  (H.  Rept.  620).  pp.  11257-8,  11259 

5.  PERSONNEL;  HOLIDAYS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  5752,  to  gran/  Federal  employees 

a  legal  holi  dayxm  Fri'day  for  holidays  occurring  on  Saturday  (pp.  11208-29). 
Rejected  a  motionSby  Rep.  Johansen  to  recommit  the  bill  %o  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  (p.  11229) . 

6.  CONTRACTS.  Received  ttik  conference  report  on  H.  R.  7^86,  to  extend  the  Renego¬ 

tiation  Act  of  1951  for\  years,  until  June  30,  19/2  (H.  Rept.  619).  pp. 
11229-30,  11259 

PATENTS.  The  Judiciary  Commi^ee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
H.  R.  4059,  with  amendment,  to\amend  title  2/  of  the  U.  S.  Code  to  protect  copy¬ 
rights  from  Government  infringement,  and  H/R.  2739,  to  fix  the  fees  payable 
to  the  Patent  Office  on  patents.  \p.  D549> 


8.  LANDS.  Received  from  Interior  a  prop* 
tribes  some  submarginal  lands  of  the 
Affairs  Committee,  p.  11259 


(d  bill  "to  donate  to  certain  Indian 
jited  States";  to  Interior  and  Insular 


9.  PRICES;  INFLATION.  Rep.  Wolf  criticized  th^v report  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  on 
Price  Stability  for  Economic  GijTwth  as  being\[: replete  with  cliches  and  slogans/1 
pp.  11245-6 

10.  HOUSING  LOANS.  Rep.  Rogers/lnserted  the  statemen£\of  the  President  regarding 

his  approval  of  H.  R.  225/,  to  provide  additional  f^nds  for  direct  housing  loans 
to  veterans  in  rural  ar/as.  p.  11248 

<4.  INTEREST  RATES.  Rep.  Johnson,  Colo.,  inserted  a  Library  Congress  memorandum, 
"Rising  Interest  R^ces  and  the  Role  of  Monetary  and  Debt -Management  Policy." 
pp.  11252-4 

SENATE 

12.  0CTTGN.  Sen. yOohnston  urged  favorable  action  by  the  USDA  on  a  petition  submitted 
to  the  S-icTetary  by  the  National  Cotton  Council  "seeking  relief  for  the  cotton- 
growers  of  America  from  the  growing  threat  of  foreign  cotton  textileMimports," 
and  he yStated  that  "unfair  privilege"  is  given  foreign  manufacturers 
purchase  American  cotton  at  6  cents  per  pound  cheaper  than  American  manufac¬ 
turers."  pp.  11160-1 


13.  MU^tfAL  SECURITY.  Began  debate  on  S.  1451,  the  mutual  security  authorization 
>ill  for  1959  (pp.  1157-60,  11171-9,  11180-1).  Sen.  Humphrey  announced  his 
intention  to  propose  an  amendment  to  the  bill  to  "correct"  the  situation  wherebj 
certain  surplus  foods,  "butter,  for  example  ...  will  be  6ffered  for  sale  abroad 
...  before  it  is  made  available  as  a  gift  for  needy  and  hungry  people  in  the 
United  States"  (pp.  11180-1). 


14.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  Passed,  with  amendment s ,  39  to  3,  H*R..  5674  to  authorize 

construction  at  military  installations,  including  the  use  of  foreign  currencies 
under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign  military  housing  construction.  Conferees 
were  appointed.  House  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed,  (pp.  11091- 
11120,  11121-8,  11141-52,  11155-7). 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Stennis  which  he  stated  "provides  for  a 
broadening  of  Public  Law  480,  so  far  as  military  construction  is  concerned,  by 
using  the  proceeds  from  surplus  commodities.  Public  Law  480  now  applies  to 
schoolhouses,  farm  housing,  and  items  of  that  nature.  This  amendment  proposes 
to  broaden  it  whenever  it  is  feasible."  (p.  11155) . 


15.  WHEAT.  S^n.  Fulbright  announced  that  hearings  would  he  held  od  the  Internationa 
Wheat  Agra^ment,  1959,  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  o/i  July  14  at  10  a.m. 

p, 


11984 


16.  PRICE  SUPPORTS *^0RESTRY.  Received  from  the  Hawaii  Legislature  and  Governor  the 
following  resolutions  requesting  Congress:  (1)  to  exu/ct  legislation  to  include 
coffee  among  the  ^sic  agricultural  commodities  assisted  and  supported  by  pro¬ 
grams  under  the  AAA\e>f  1938,  and  to  authorize  parity  payments  to  coffee  growers 
in  Hawaii;  (2)  to  establish  and  operate  a  Forest  ^Research  Center  in  Hawaii 
(p.  11080) ;  (3)  to  ame^d  the  Internal  Revenue  A^t  of  1954,  as  amended,  so  that 
income  from  the  sale  of\5erennial  crops  may  by prorated  to  the  number  of  year*- 
required  to  cultivate  theSfrops.  pp.  11080-; 

V 


17.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted/a  resolution  of  the  National  Rural 
Electric  Cooperative  Association  opposing  any  attempts  to  weaken  or  destroy 
the  preference  clause  (giving  preference  to  nonprofit  and  rural  electric 
systems  in  the  .use  of  Federal  powOr) /  p.  11082 

The  Daily  Digest'  states  that^f^e  Public  Ttforlcs  Committee  "in  executive 
session,  reconsidered  H.  R.  3460,  /oSamend  the  TVA  Act  so  as  to  assist  in  the 
financing  of  its  power  programs, yhnd  tentatively  approved  the  bill  with  amend¬ 
ments.  The  Committee  will  meet/again  ofkThurs.,  July  2,  to  review  new  language 
contained  in  the  bill,  and  thg  report  theOpon."  p.  D547 


18.  BUDGET;  INFLATION.  Sens.  AYlott  and  Young,  Ad.,  inserted  editorials  urgin® 
a  balanced  budget  and  a  qrirb  on  inflation,  ppy  11128-9 


19.  FISCAL  POLICY;  ECONCliT^/CONDITIONS.  Sens.  Proxmir^.  Kuchel,  Clark,  Symington, 
and  Bridges  debated  fiscal  policy,  the  recent  Cabinet  Committee  study  on  pric( 


stability  and  infl< 
11089-91, 


•  ion,  and  economic  conditions. 


11084-5,  11086-7, 


20.  RESEARCH.  Sen. /Humphrey  announced  that  hearings  would  be  "l^eld  July  9  and  16  on 
international/ medical  research  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Reorganization  and  Inter* 
national  Organizations  of  the  Government  Operations  Committed  pp.  11179-80 


21.  CONSERVATION  CORPS.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  article  by  the  Wisconsin  State 
AFL-CIO  in  support  of  his  bill  S.  812,  to  establish  a  Youth  Conservation  Corps. 

p.  11181  ^ 


22.  LEGISLATIVE  PBOGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  the  Senate  would  continue 
debate  on  S.  1451,  the  mutual  security  authorization  bill  and  expressedShope 
that  action  would  be  concluded  on  it  by  Thurs. ,  but,  if  not,  the  Senate  would 
meet  Fri.  p.  11160  * 
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reflect  adversely  on  the  integrity  of 
the  Michigan  Supreme  Court,  and  Jus¬ 
tice  Edwards,  in  particular. 

stice  Edwards  needs  no  defense  be- 
fore'^he  people  of  Michigan.  They  have 
already  displayed  their  high  regard  for 
him,  wnen  they  elected  him  to  the  State 
supremeNcourt  by  the  highest  margin 
ever  givenvan  elected  official  in  Michi¬ 
gan’s  histor! 

He  needs  do  defense  among  his  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  legal  world  who  know  of 
his  national  reputation  for  integrity. 

But  because  theve  are  still  some  who 
read  Time  without\rnaking  the  neces¬ 
sary  allowances  for  bias  and  fiction  con¬ 
tent,  I  am  taking  thi\  opportunity  to 
set  the  record  straight. 

So  that  my  colleague&v  can  see  the 
lopsided  reporting  job  done  by  Time, 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  tnat  the  full 
text  of  the  article  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  at  the  close  of  my  rema 

There  being  no  objection,  the\rticle 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  R 
(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President, 
other  interesting  example  of  how 
press  has  treated  this  issue  can  be  found 
in  the  strange  case  of  the  Detroit  Free 
Press.  * 

Back  in  1954,  when  the  Michigan  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  Commission  first  held 
against  the  Michigan  Ford  workers,  the 
Free  Press  bemoaned  the  decision  in  an 
editorial  entitled  “Good  Grounds  for  a 
Union  Appeal.”  Yet  in  1959,  following 
the  decision  of  the  State  supreme  court 
favorable  to  the  workers,  the  Free  Press 
completely  reversed  itself  in  an  editorial 
entitled  “Michigan’s  Prospects  Get  a  Jar¬ 
ring  Blow.” 

This,  it  would  seem,  is  a  continuation 
of  the  “smear  Michigan”  campaign 
which  the  Free  Press  originally  did  so 
much  to  launch. 

Exhibit  1 

Labor:  Making  Striking  Cheap 
“This  decision  will  force  an  employer,  in 
effect,  to  finance  a  strike  against  himself 
through  providing  companywide  strike  bene¬ 
fits.”  So  said  Ford  Motor  Co.’s  Vice  President 
John  Bugas,  commenting  on  a  Michiga 
State  Supreme  Court  decision  which  the 
Supreme  Court  declined  to  review  last  wj 
What  the  Michigan  court  decision  did  v£fls  to 
repeal  a  longstanding  rule  that  fu: 
ally  integrated  plants  are  all  part  of  tifie  same 
establishment.  -  Hereafter,  employees  may  be 
taxed  to  pay  unemployment  compensation 
even  when  the  union  strikes  a  phmt  on  which 
the  whole  company  operation*  depends  for 
an  essential  part. 

The  case  grew  out  of  a  United  Auto  Work¬ 
ers’  strike  at  Ford’s  Canton,  Ohio,  castings 
plant  in  1953.  Seeking  / reason  for  reopen¬ 
ing  a  5-year  wage  contract,  the  UAW  claimed 
a  safety  violation  at/Can ton,  then  the  sup¬ 
plier  of  all  the  rear/axle  shafts  used  in  Ford 
cars  and  trucks.  IThe  UAW  held  the  union¬ 
ists  out  5  weeks/forcing  Ford  to  shut  down 
across  the  Nation,  grant  the  union  a  big 
pension-fund/increase.  The  Michigan  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  Commission  ruled  that 
the  Michigan  workers  were  involved  in  the 
Canton  strike  and  so  were  ineligible  for  un 
employment  pay.  A  circuit  court  upheld  the 
commission.  But  last  January  the  State’s 
highest  court  reversed  the  ruling,  ordered 
'commission  to  pay  Ford  employees  about 
r  million  in  benefits.  Author  of  the  major' 
opinion  was  Associate  Justice  George 
Edwards,  44,  onetime  UAW  employee  (di¬ 
rector  of  education  and  welfare).  To  the 


surprise  of  Michigan  lawyers,  Edwards  did 
not  disqualify  himself,  although  another  as¬ 
sociate  justice,  Thomas  M.  Kavanagh,  State 
attorney  general  when  the  case  got  into 
court,  did. 

To  Ford  and  other  automakers,  the  Michi¬ 
gan  decision  means  that  thereafter,  when 
the  union  strikes  a  key  production  plant,  the 
employers  will  have  to  pay  the  bulk  of  the 
strike  benefits,  except  at  the  establishment 
actually  on  strike.  Under  the  law,  each  com¬ 
pany  is  liable  for  benefits  paid  to  its  em¬ 
ployees.  When  its  balance  is  drawn  down,  its 
payroll  taxes  go  up  until  the  proper  reserve 
is  established.  In  any  future  strike  on  the 
Canton  pattern,  said  a  Ford  spokesman  last 
week,  the  company  must  figure  on  paying 
$3,  million  a  week  to  UAW  members  on  top 
of  the  loss  of  sales. 

Again  I  wish  to  thank  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  for  his  courtesy. 
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CONSTRUCTION  AT  MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize  cer¬ 
tain  construction  at  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
at  this  time  I  may  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon]  ,  without  losing  my  right  to  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal- 
madge  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered;  and  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  also  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  following  the  remarks  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nevada,  I  may  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton],  without  losing  my  right  to  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  compliment  the  distin¬ 
guished  members  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  and  the  Military  Construc¬ 
tion  Subcommittee,  who  have  spoken  on 
this  measure,  for  the  able  presentations 
they  have  made. 

I,  too,  support  passage  of  this  bill,  and 
I  voted  for  it  in  committee.  But  I  did 
so  with  extreme  reluctance  and  disap¬ 
pointment.  I  would  be  less  than  frank  if 
I  did  not  say  that  it  would  be  regret¬ 
table  if  this  Nation  were  to  expect  to 
find  comfort  in  the  revised  plan  for  con¬ 
tinental  air  defense  which  is  a  vital  part 
of  this  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  voted  for 
this  measure,  and  supports  it  now,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  the  only  plan.  It  is  the  plan 
which  comes  closest  to  the  consensus  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  the  Pentagon. 

As  the  able  Senators  from  Georgia 
and  Mississippi  have  said,  this  commit¬ 
tee  does  not  originate  military  policy. 
Its  function  is  not  to  dictate  how  Amer¬ 
ica  is  to  be  defended. 

However,  the  committee  has  the  ob¬ 
ligation  and  the  duty  to  point  out  the 
apparent  weaknesses  in  the  programs 
presented  to  it,  and  to  make  recommen¬ 


dations  to  the  military  and  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate. 

The  deficiencies  which  are  pointed  out 
in  the  committee’s  latest  report  are  not 
to  be  taken  lightly. 

It  has  pointed  to  wasteful  overlapping  ■ 
in  weapons  systems.  It  points  out  that 
“during  the  years  since  unification, 
much  trial  and  error  could  be  expected, 
but  it  is  believed  that  sufficient  time  has 
now  elapsed  to  provide  the  necessary  ex¬ 
perience  upon  which  to  predicate  posi¬ 
tive  decisions.”  Our  insistence  on  posi¬ 
tive  decisions  is  of  utmost  importance. 
It  is  a  sad  and  tragic  thipg  for  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  be  asked  by.  the  experts  to 
make  determinations  between  the  rela¬ 
tive  merits  of  one  system  of  weapons 
over  another.  Yet,  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  asked  that  the  subcommittee  hold 
his  feet  to  the^fire  because  the  services 
and  his  subordinates  were  unable  to 
agree. 

As  a  result  of  prior  Senate  support, 
Mr.  President,  the  committee  was  re¬ 
cently  given  a  so-called  revised  master 
plan  for  continental  air  defense.  While 
it  is  an  improvement,  and  will  provide 
for  a  slightly  improved  defense,  at  an 
estimated  savings  to  the  taxpayers  of  $1.4 
billion  it  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  satis¬ 
factory;  it  is  not  a  report  from  which  the 
American  people  can  draw  confidence. 
Like  a  political  speech  at  election  time, 
it  contains  something  for  everybody — 
only,  instead  of  serving  the  security  of 
the  country,  it  appears  to  me  that  it 
serves  the  rivaling  services.  It  has 
something  for  the  Army’s  Nike-Hercules 
system,  and  something  for  Air  Force 
Bomarc.  It  even  has  something  for  one 
admiral’s  position,  which  is  to  go  slowly 
or  eliminate  both  of  these  systems.  But 
the  master  plan  refuses  to  come  to  grips 
with  the  real  need — namely,  to  make  a 
definite  decision,  and  to  meet  squarely 
the  missile  challenge  from  enemies  of 
the  free  world. 

The  whole  program  is  a  calculated 
risk.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  never  again 
be  asked  to  support  so  great  a  risk — a 
risk  so  shaky  that  even  out  top  military 
leaders  have  to  apologize  for  it,  and 
scarcely  are  able  to  defend  or  demon¬ 
strate  a  reassuring  faith  in  their  own 
basic  decisions. 

Still,  it  was  not  a  unanimous  opinion, 
because  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  could 
not  agree.  So  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
was  forced  to  make  the  decision. 

We  are  told  by  the  military,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  even  by  the  Commander  in  Chief, 
that  our  best  defense  is  a  good  offense. 
But  the  so-called  master  plafi  is  pri¬ 
marily  defensive.  It  is  based  on  th$  con¬ 
cept  that  we  should  make  it  more  costly 
for  any  enemy  to  contemplate  an  attack 
on  this  country.  So,  in  effect,  the  ad¬ 
ministration  would  have  us  raise  the 
price  which  must  be  paid  by  any  aggres¬ 
sor.  This  is  well  and  good;  but  it  pain¬ 
fully  neglects  conviction  in  the  concept 
that  any  attacker,  while  destroying  this 
country,  would  himself  be  destroyed. 
This  concept,  after  all,  is  the  only  real 
deterrent  between  the  free  world  and  the 
slave  world. 

Without  the  clear  potential  of  being 
able  to  destroy  an  enemy  in  a  retaliatory 
blow,  the  United  States  is  vulnerable  to 
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attack  from  bombers,  from  missiles,  and 
from  submarines,  and  may  indeed  be  in¬ 
viting  it  from  an  overly  ambitious,  overly 
confident  aggressor.  I  view  the  current 
direction  of  our  military  decisions  as  too 
much  concerned  with  what  the  enemy 
might  do,  and  too  little  concerned  with 
supporting  a  military  establishment 
which  would  make  such  an  attack 
suicidal  from  the  viewpoint  of  any  nation 
contemplating  warfare.  It  is  a  plan 
growing  out  of  the  concept  of  purely  de¬ 
fensive  warfare  which  pays  little  more 
than  lipservice  to  offense.  It  is  a  plan 
upon  which  nations  older  than  ours  have 
fallen. 

We  have  spent  tens  of  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  on  defense  in  this  decade,  and  now 
we  are  confronted  with  an  army  that  is 
not  modernized  and  a  military  establish¬ 
ment  of  dubious  power  when  evaluated 
for  practicality  in  the  age  of  missile 
warfare  which  we  are  entering. 

One  year  we  expend  the  taxpayers’ 
dollars  on  a  costly  system  designed  to 
protect  the  industrial  centers  and  cities 
of  large  populations.  Next  year,  we 
practically  have  the  open  admission  that 
all  of  this  is  wrong — that  the  defensive 
emphasis  should  be  placed  on  defending 
military  bases  in  order  to  protect  our 
retaliatory  positions.  Members  of  the 
committee  have  asked,  why  is  it  that 
how  we  are  finally  getting  around  to  de¬ 
fending  our  retaliatory  system?  Why 
wasn’t  it  done  before?  The  answers 
have  not  been  given.  We  are  told  that 
our  leaders  know  what  they  are  doing, 
and  that  therefore,  we  should  believe, 
and  should  not  question. 

Seven  years  ago,  an  overwhelming  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  people  of  this  country  voted 
for  a  great  military  hero  and  leader  of 
our  forces  in  World  War  II.  They  felt — 
with  some  justification — that  they  would 
be  safer,  that  this  country  could  rest 
easier  in  a  time  of  international  peril 
with  a  military  hero  at  the  helm.  Yet 
rivalry  among  the  services  has  never 
been  greater  because  of  the  absence  of 
affirmative  leadership  on  the  part  of  the 
President  as  Commander  in  Chief. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  that  not  only 
has  the  tension  between  the  services  in¬ 
creased,  but  so  has  also  the  general  in¬ 
security  of  the  public  in  the  capability  of 
this  country  to  withstand  attack. 

Until  the  President  resolves  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  interservice  rivalry,  there  will  be 
justification  for  questioning  the  deci¬ 
sions  of  the  military.  These  vital  mili¬ 
tary  decisions  cannot  be  made  by  the 
members  of  this  subcommittee. 

There  is  one  further  comment  I  would 
make  on  this  portion  of  the  military  au¬ 
thorization  bill.  It  is  the  observation 
that  while  we  are  preparing  for  a  period 
during  which  we  hope  to  closfe  the  mis¬ 
sile  gap,  I  do  not  believe  that  we  have 
gone  far  enough  in  filling  this  void  with 
a  sufficiently  powerful  system  of  manned 
interceptors  to  cover  the  interim  period 
between  now  and  the  time  when  the  bal¬ 
listic  missile  threat  becomes  the  all- 
consuming  reality.  And,  in  my  opinion, 
this  bill,  with  all  of  its  faults,  will  serve 
a  good  purpose  if  it  can  make  clear  our 
demand  that  the  military  be  forced  to 
agree  on  an  adequate  system  of  offensive 
missile  power. 


The  administration  can  accomplish 
this,  as  the  committee  suggests,  by  con¬ 
stant  review  of  the  program. 

Until  we  can  perfect  our  inter¬ 
continental  ballistic  missiles  as  an  im¬ 
mediate  and  overdue  offensive  deterrent, 
all  that  we  can  do  is  hope  against  hope 
that  the  Russians  are  having  as  many 
ICBM  misfires  as  we  are  encountering. 

Mi-.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  in  connection  with  my  remarks, 
an  editorial  entitled  “Air  Defense  Plan,” 
which  was  published  in  the  Washington 
Star  of  June  25. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Air  Defense  Plan 

It  is  not  difficult  to  understand  the  re¬ 
luctance  with  which  a  Senate  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  Subcommittee  has  approved  the  Defense 
Department’s  master  plan  for  air  defense. 
The  Senators  were  reluctant  because,  despite 
their  misgivings,  they  were  not  technically 
qualified  to  pass  judgment  on  the  details  of 
the  air  defense  plan.  And  this,  needless  to 
say,  goes  double  for  armchair  strategists 
whose  information  in  this  area  is  much  more 
limited  than  that  of  the  Senators. 

Generally  speaking,  however,  the  misgiv¬ 
ings  grow  out  of  a  suspicion  that  we  may  be 
betting  too  heavily  on  the  wrong  horse.  We 
may  be  investing  too  much  money  and  effort 
fn  the  Army’s  Nike-Hercules  and  the  Air 
Force’s  Bomarc,  which  are  designed  for  de¬ 
fense  against  manned  bombers,  and  not 
enough  in  missiles  designed  for  defense 
against  other  missiles.  At  the  moment,  it  is 
believed,  any  significant  Russian  attack  on 
the  United  States  would  have  to  be  made 
with  bombers,  and  this  is  a  possibility  which 
cannot  be,  and  has  not  been,  ignored.  The 
picture  is  changing,  however,  and  within  a 
few  years  the  Soviets’  ICBM’s,  not  then- 
bombers,  will  pose  the  real  threat.  When 
that  time  comes,  the  anxious  Senators  do 
not  want  this  country  to  be  long  on  bomber 
defense  and  short  on  missile  defense. 
Therefore,  the  subcommittee  is  going  along 
with  the  master  plan,  which  provides  for 
cutbacks  in  both  the  Nike-Hercules  and  Bo¬ 
marc  programs,  and  gives  some  extra  push 
to  the  Nike-Zeus,  which  is  being  brought 
along  as  an  antimissile  missile. 

Senator  Stennis,  the  subcommittee  chair¬ 
man,  made  two  points,  however,  which  de¬ 
serve  attention.  First,  he  said  that  his 
group  continues  to  believe  strongly  in  the 
deterrent  influence  of  offensive  striking 
power — in  other  words,  our  capacity  to  hit 
back  will  continue  to  be  our  first  and  best 
line  of  defense.  Second,  he  urged  that  we 
should  proceed  speedily  with  all  antimis¬ 
sile  research  and  programs. 

The  significance  of  this  is  that  some  quali¬ 
fied  people  doubt  that  the  Nike-Zeus,  even 
when  perfected,  will  provide  an  effective  de¬ 
fense  against  incoming  ICBM’s.  They  think 
a  more  advanced  and  more  sophisticated 
weapon  will  be  needed.  And  if  they  are  cor¬ 
rect  it  would  be  a  grave  mistake  to  lull  the 
country  into  believing  that  development  of 
the  Nike-Zeus  will  enable  us  to  sleep  com¬ 
fortably  at  night  in  the  years  to  come.  It 
may  just  be  a  first  step  in  missile  defense. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  terms  of  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  the  Senator  from  Missouri  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  First,  Mi-.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  congratulate  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Cannon]  on  the  able  presentation  he  has 
just  now  concluded  on  the  floor. 


retirement  of  gen.  maxwell  d.  tatlor 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  to¬ 
day  a  great  man  leaves  the  service  of  his 
country. 

The  retirement  of  Gen.  Maxwell  D. 
Taylor,  of  Missouri,  brings  to  a  close  a 
distinguished  military  career. 

Few  men  in  our  history  have  served  so 
well  in  such  a  variety  of  military  respon¬ 
sibilities. 

An  idea  of  the  range  of  his  talents  and 
his  service  comes  from  recalling  some  of 
the  career  of  the  retiring  Chief  of  Staff 
of  the  Army. 

Max  Taylor  is  a  great  student.  He  is  a 
great  linguist.  He  led  the  airborne  at¬ 
tack  in  the  early  hours  of  D-day.  His  re¬ 
connaissance  mission  behind  the  lines 
into  Rome  during  1943  is  legendary. 

He  became  the  first  postwar  comman¬ 
dant  of  West  Point,  and  brought  the  cur¬ 
riculum  at  the  Military  Academy  in  line 
with  the  demands  of  modern  soldiering. 

General  Taylor  commanded  our  armies 
in  Korea. 

Every  job  he  has  done  has  been  per¬ 
formed  in  the  highest  traditions  of  the 
military  service. 

Despite  the  energetic  efforts  of  such 
dedicated  officers  as  General  Taylor,  the 
U.S.  Army  has  not  been  pex-mitted  to  keep 
pace  with  the  changes  necessary  to  keep 
our  relatively  very  small  Army  either 
modern  or  mobile. 

It  is  no  secret — as  General  Taylor 
himself  said  the  other  day,  before  the 
National  Press  Club — that  he  is  retir¬ 
ing  with  a  complete  sense  of  frustra¬ 
tion,  as  a  result  of  the  sad  condition  of 
the  American  army — a  condition  for 
which  the  Congress  shares  responsibil¬ 
ity  with  the  executive  branch. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  turn  to  a  sub¬ 
ject  even  more  directly  related  to  the 
defense  bill  before  the  Senate. 

UNBALANCED  FORCES 

It  is  not  clear  to  me  why  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  so-called  master  plan  for  our 
continental  defense  has  received  favor¬ 
able  consideration.  That  statement  on 
my  part  is  no  reflection  on  anyone.  I 
realize  the  difficult  task  the  committee 
had;  but  it  is  hard  for  me  to  under¬ 
stand  why  we  vote  for  something  we  do 
not  approve. 

As  I  have  previously  stated,  there 
would  appear  to  be  three  primary  requi¬ 
sites  for  our  national  security:  First, 
after  a  possible  attack,  this  country 
must  have  the  strength  to  get  up  off  the 
ground  and,  in  turn,  destroy  the  aggres¬ 
sor;  second,  there  must  be  prior  knowl¬ 
edge  on  the  part  of  any  would-be  ag¬ 
gressor  that  we  have  that  strength,  and 
would  use  it.  No  one  ever  started  a  war 
which  he  did  not  expect  to  win.  Finally, 
in  order  to  protect  this  country  and  ful¬ 
fill  our  worldwide  commitments,  we 
must  have  the  capacity  to  wage  ef¬ 
fectively  so-called  limited  war. 

-  Today,  the  first  of  these  three  points 
depends  almost  entirely  upon  the  mod¬ 
ernity  and  effectiveness  of  the  planes  of 
the  Strategic  Air  Command.  Tomor¬ 
row,  it  will  depend  increasingly  upon 
long-range  missiles,  augmented  by  such 
new  and  promising  delivery  systems  as 
the  Polaris  submarine  system. 
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Despite  the  lack  of  progress  in  the  cur¬ 
rent  diplomatic  negotiations  looking 
toward  peace,  we  nevertheless  are  now 
asked  to  approve  a  program  which  means 
we  would  plan  to  continue  to  drag  our 
feet  in  modernizing  what  everybody, 
from  the  President  down,  asserts  is  the 
chief  deterrent — SAC. 

And,  although  our  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct  is  now  running  at  a  rate  of  some 
billion  and  a  quarter  dollars  a  day,  we 
attempt  to  justify  this  policy  on  the 
grounds  we  cannot  afford  to  do  more. 

At  the  same  time  we  know  that  today 
we  do  not  have  adequate  capacity  to 
handle  our  worldwide  commitments  in 
any  extended  limited  conflict. 

Those  of  us  who  have  studied  the  mat¬ 
ter  also  know  that  our  relatively  very 
small  ground  combat  forces,  Army  and 
Marines,  which  face  the  Communists  in 
such  places  as  Germany  and  Korea,  are 
outmanned,  outgunned,  and  out-tanked. 

Most  of  the  ground  equipment  which 
these  forces  have  has  not  been  modern¬ 
ized  since  World  War  n. 

The  Soviets,  on  the  other  hand,  have 
completely  modernized  their  divisions 
since  World  War  II — in  some  instances 
twice  over. 

The  Congress  is  now  being  asked  to 
approve  a  program  which,  in  theory* 
might  give  some  protection  against  ene¬ 
my  bombers  here  at  home.  As  they 
weigh  the  manner  in  which  our  wealth 
is  being  allocated,  the  people  should 
know  the  very  low  number  of  long-range 
Soviet  bombers  we  now  estimate  the 
Russians  have. 

At  the  same  time  the  administration 
continues  to  refuse  to  recommend  any 
plan  for  adequate  modernization  of  our 
ground  combat  strength. 

Because  of  their  realism,  and  their 
rapid  progress,  the  Soviets  will  be  less 
likely  to  originate  a  nuclear  war  than 
they  will  be  to  continue  to  promote  local 
conflicts  all  around  the  world. 

It  is  natural  for  people  to  want  to  look 
after  their  own  skins. 

But  I  do  not  believe  that,  practically 
speaking,  these  billions  now  going  into 
ground-to-air  defense  can  be  justified 
from  the  standpoint  of  protecting  any¬ 
body’s  skin;  because  these  defenses  are 
either  already  obsolete,  or  will  be  obso¬ 
lete  by  the  time  they  are  operational  in 
any  quantity. 

All  this  so-called  master  plan  really 
does,  therefore,  is  give  the  same  false 
sense  of  security  once  given  to  free  peo¬ 
ple  by  the  Maginot  line. 

Why  do  we  condone  spending  billions 
for  an  unsound  defense,  at  the  same  time 
we  refuse  to  spend  less  than  one-half  of 
the  one  day’s  national  income  of  this 
country  to  modernize  our  relatively  very 
small  ground  forces? 

This  plan,  at  best,  represents  but  fur¬ 
ther  compromise  between  the  warring 
services;  and  forces  the  taxpayer  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  waste  billions  of  dollars  on  an 
unsound  defense. 

I  would  hope  that  in  the  future  the 
Senate  recommends  this  money  be  ex¬ 
pended  to  obtain  those  previously  re¬ 
ferred  to  minimum  requirements  neces¬ 
sary  for  our  national  security. 

In  this  connection  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  column  of  Walter  Lipp- 


mann’s  of  June  25,  “Debate  on  Defense,” 
be  inserted  at  this  point  in  the  Record, 
There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Debate  on  Defense 
(By  Walter  Lippmann) 

Last  week  the  Democratic  Advisory  Coun¬ 
cil  issued  a  long  pamphlet  dealing  with 
national  defense.  The  worst  thing  that  can 
he  said  about  it  is  that  it  is  sponsored  by  a 
political  party,  or  rather  by  a  faction  of  a 
political  party,  and  that  it  will,  therefore,  be 
heavily  discounted.  This  is  a  pity.  For,  dis¬ 
regarding  a  few  unnecessary  and  extraneous 
partisan  phrases,  the  pamphlet  deserves  a 
very  careful  reading. 

There  is  a  large  literature  already  existing 
which  is  critical  of  our  defense  policy.  Hav¬ 
ing  read  a  good  deal  of  it,  I  would  venture 
to  say  that  this  pamphlet  is  much  the  best 
in  its  field,  evidently  quite  expertly  in¬ 
formed,  reasonable  and  civilian  in  its  tem¬ 
per,  and  lucidly  written. 

It  ought  not  to  be  brushed  aside  as  a 
partisan  document.  For,  in  fact,  the  argu¬ 
ment  it  makes  has  the  support  of  large 
numbers  of  Republicans,  especially  of  those 
who  have  paid  close  attention  to  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  defense,  and  of  many  of  the  military 
men  who  by  common  consent  are  leaders 
in  military  thought.  Moreover,  the  pam¬ 
phlet  is  not  a  Democratic  Party  document 
since  there  is  no  reason  to  think  that  the 
present  Dsmocratic  leadership  in  Congress 
agrees  with  it. 

The  two  main  points  of  the  pamphlet  are 
familiar  enough.  The  first  one  deals  with 
the  missile  gap  which,  on  the  admission  of 
Secretary  McElroy  is  likely  to  bring  it  about 
that  in  the  next  3  years  the  U.S.S.R.  will 
have  in  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles 
a  supremacy  of  3  to  1.  This  could  mean 
that  during  these  years  the  U.S.S.R.  would 
be  theoretically  capable  of  knocking  out  the 
bulk  of  our  Strategic  Air  Force.  The  pam¬ 
phlet  does  not  say  that  the  U.S.S.R.  would, 
or  is  likely  to,  try  for  such  a  Pearl  Harbor. 
But  it  is  right  in  saying  that  the  existence 
of  this  theoretical  power  would  have  an  im¬ 
portant  effect  on  the  political  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  West  and  the  Communist  powers. 

The  other  point,  which  is  also  familiar,  is 
that  defense  cannot  be  allowed  to  depend 
solely  on  nuclear  weapons — the  big  ones 
which  are  suicidal  or  the  small  ones  which 
would  be  devastating  to  our  aliles  and  to 
the  uncommitted  countries. 

The  pamphlet  contains  a  carefully  rea¬ 
soned  and  persuasive  argument  why  expend¬ 
itures  should  be  increased  to  close  the  missile 
gap  and  to  increase  our  conventional  forces. 

What  interested  me  most  in  the  pamphlet, 
given  the  fact  that  it  was  written  under  the 
auspices  of  Mr.  Dean  Acheson,  was  the  illu¬ 
minating  candor  with  which  it  explains  how 
things  have  changed  since  the  Truman  ad¬ 
ministration.  The  critical  change  is  this: 
Our  original  strategy  in  NATO  was  based  on 
our  possession  at  the  time  of  a  monopoly  of 
nuclear  weapons.  Under  those  conditions,  a 
small  ground  force,  backed  by  the  irresistable 
power  of  the  Strategic  Air  Force,  was  quite 
sufficient  to  hold  in  check  the  enormously 
superior  masses  of  the  Red  army. 

Our  monopoly  was  broken  by  the  Soviets 
in  1949,  and  this  has  brought  with  it,  as  the 
U.S.S.A.  developed  its  bombs  and  its  mis¬ 
siles,  a  radical  change  in  the  balance  of  pow¬ 
er.  We  are  far  from  being  defenseless  against 
this  new  might  of  the  Soviet  Union.  But 
there  is  no  doubt  that  our  allies  in  Western 
Europe  and  our  client  states  in  Asia  are  far 
more  vulnerable  than  they  were  10  years  ago. 
This  could  have  serious  political  conse¬ 
quences,  if  the  missile  gap  is  allowed  to  be¬ 
come  so  wide  that  this  country,  which  is  the 
ultimate  protector  of  the  non-Communist 
world,  becomes  itself  highly  vlnerable. 
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No  matter  what  it  costs,  this  must  not  be 
allowed  to  happen. 

It  would  be  a  very  useful  thing  if  the  ad¬ 
ministration  issued  a  thoroughgoing,  fully 
considered  reply.  This  would  not  be  easy  to 
do,  because  within  the  Pentagon  and  within 
the  administration  itself  there  are  so  many 
who  agree  with  the  pamphlet.  But  it  would 
be  a  true  public  service  if  the  President,  who 
does  not  agree,  would  see  to  it  that  there  is  a 
reply. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  will  have  another  opportunity  to 
evaluate  this  situation  when  the  fiscal 
year  19G0  defense  appropriation  bill 
comes  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  MONRONEY  and  Mr.  CLARK 
addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  yield,  and  if 
so  to  whom? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  yield  first  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  compliment  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  the  junior  Senator 
from  Missouri  for  again  calling  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  the  great 
urgency  and  need  for  a  balanced  na¬ 
tional  defense.  I  should  also  like  to 
join  in  the  well-deserved  tribute  he  has 
paid  to  Gen.  Maxwell  Taylor.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  the  retirement  of  Gen.  Maxwell 
Taylor  on  July  1  will,  I  feel,  mark  the 
premature  end  of  one  of  our  great  sol¬ 
dier-statesmen. 

In  his  retirement  from  active  duty,  I 
feel  America  will  indeed  be  the  great 
loser.  I  feel,  with  respect  to  a  system 
of  defense  in  which  there  is  an  adequate 
ground  force  to  hold  the  line  against 
Communist  aggression  short  of  nuclear 
warfare,  Gen.  Maxwell  Taylor  was  per¬ 
haps  the  most  able  of  any  of  the  men 
I  have  seen  in  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  since  the  great  Gen.  George  C. 
Marshall  left  that  office. 

Certainly  we  all  regret  that  General 
Taylor  will  not  longer  be  able  to  make 
his  voice  heard  in  urging  such  matters 
as  a  modem  airlift  capability  and  light¬ 
weight  equipment  for  a  mobile  striking 
force  of  adequate  capacity.  Certainly 
we  shall  miss  his  able,  competent,  and 
sincere  voice  in  an  effort  to  bring  about 
a  well-rounded  system  of  weapons  and 
of  national  defense. 

I  am  happy  to  join  my  distinguished 
friend  and  colleague  in  the  position 
which  he  has  stated  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  thank  the  able 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  his  kind  re¬ 
marks  with  respect  to  this  great  general 
who  is  retiring  today. 

In  this  connection,  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be 
inserted  at  this  point  in  the  Record  an 
article  from  the  Washington  Post  and 
Times  Herald  of  June  26,  which  the 
able  Senator  from  Nevada  has  thought¬ 
fully  handed  to  me.  The  article  is  en¬ 
titled  “Taylor  Asks  Revamping  of  Mili¬ 
tary.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Taylor  Asks  Revamping  of  Military — Chief 

of  Staff  Would  Reshuffle  Separate 

Services 

(By  John  G.  Norris) 

Retiring  Army  Chief  of  Staff  Maxwell  D, 
Taylor,  in  a  parting  broadside  at  the  Penta- 
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gon  setup,  called  yesterday  for  a  complete 
reappraisal  of  American  military  strategic 
objectives  and  a  revamping  of  forces  to  meet 
changed  world  conditions. 

In  a  farewell  speech  at  the  National  Press 
Club,  General  Taylor  said  these  changes  have 
made  Invalid  the  Nation’s  reliance  on  mas¬ 
sive  retaliation  as  the  keystone  of  its  strat¬ 
egy- 

He  Indicated  that  his  limited  success 
In  modernizing  the  Army  was  one  reason 
for  his  retirement. 

He  gave  President  Elsenhower  some  advice 
on  what  he  had  In  mind  to  bring  peace  at 
the  Pentagon  by  telling  the  parable  of 
the  unhappy  mess  sergeant.  In  it,  a  com¬ 
pany  commander — obviously  the  President — ■ 
improved  the  bad  food  in  his  mess  by  tak¬ 
ing  personal  charge  and  setting  his  inex¬ 
perienced  mess  sergeant — Defense  Secretary 
Neil  H.  McElroy — straight. 

Taylor  said  that  after  a  thorough  review 
of  national  aims,  the  Nation  should  deter¬ 
mine  the  kind  of  military  forces  it  needs 
and  set  yardsticks  of  sufficiency  for  them 
by  functional  categories. 

Funds  then  should  be  divided  by  func¬ 
tional  forces,  consisting  of  strategic  re¬ 
taliation,  continental  air  defense,  limited 
war,  and  antisubmarine  commands,  rather 
than  allotted  to  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force. 

To  illustrate  what  should  be  done,  Taylor 
told  of  the  company  commander  who  cured 
what  was  wrong  with  his  mess  by  stepping  in 
personally  instead  of  calling  for  outside  ex¬ 
perts.  He  said  he  found  that  his  new  mess 
sergeant  was  relying  on  his  four  stubborn 
cooks,  none  of  whom  was  boss.  Two  were 
specialists  in  airy  souffles,  another  a  seafood 
expert,  and  the  fourth  a  meat  and  potatoes 
man. 

They  never  could  agree  on  the  next  day’s 
menu,  and  gave  the  mess  sergeant  separate 
shopping  lists  each  morning  as  he  went  to 
market.  The  latter  did  his  best,  listening  to 
vendors  hawking  their  wares,  spending  his 
his  money,  but  never  coming  back  with 
enough  food  to  provide  three  square  meals 
for  the  troops. 

The  captain  solved  the  problem  by  order¬ 
ing  menus  prepared  a  week  In  advance,  sub¬ 
ject  to  his  approval,  and  limited  buying  to 
what  was  on  the  menu. 

He  ordered  the  cooks  to  get  together,  pre¬ 
pare  the  dishes  they  could  do  best,  and 
make  the  right  chow  out  of  it. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  would  point  out 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa,  who  is  one  of  the  authorities  in 
this  body  on  military  matters,  that  those 
soldiers  who  protest  the  lack  of  modern¬ 
ity  and  mobility  in  the  Army  are  gen¬ 
erally  out  of  the  Army  in  a  fairly  short 
time.  Such  outstanding  officers  as  Gen¬ 
eral  Van  Fleet,  General  Ridgway,  Gen¬ 
eral  Gavin,  and  now  General  Taylor 
come  to  mind. 

It  is  my  recollection  the  Army  took 
80  percent  of  the  casualities  in  Korea 
and  that  the  Marine  Corps  took  18  per¬ 
cent  of  the  casualties.  These  statistics 
reveal  with  stark  realism  the  burden 
carried  by  our  ground  forces. 

I  now  yield  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
join  my  friend  from  Oklahoma  in  com¬ 
plimenting  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
for  his  very  forthright  address,  which 
I  hope  will  receive  far  more  attention 
across  the  country  and  in  this  body  than 
I  am  afraid  it  will.  I  should  like  also, 
if  I  may,  and  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  will  join  with  me,  to  compli¬ 
ment  our  distinguished  new  colleague 


from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon]  for  the  per¬ 
fectly  splendid  address  he  made,  indi¬ 
cating  his  grasp  of  a  very  technical  mat¬ 
ter  and  his  interest  in  the  defense  of 
our  country. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  am  glad  to  join 
the  Senator  in  his  appropriate  reference 
to  the  statement  by  the  Senator  from 
Nevada.  In  fact,  I  expressed  myself  re- 
viously  on  that  matter  and  am  pleased 
that  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has 
further  emphasized  it. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  happy  the  Senator 
has  done  so. 

As  I  turn  to  the  remarks  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri,  which  he  was  kind 
enough  to  furnish  me  in  advance,  I  no¬ 
tice  that  he  believes  that  the  primary 
prerequisite  for  our  national  security  is 
that,  first,  after  an  attack,  this  country 
must  have  the  strength  to  get  off  the 
ground  and  in  turn  destroy  the  aggres¬ 
sor.  I  fear  we  may  not  have  that 
strength  now,  and  if  matters  continue  as 
they  are  now  for  a  couple  of  years  more, 
we  will  not  have  that  strength.  Would 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  mind  com¬ 
menting  on  that  observation? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  In  my  opinion, 
we  do  have  that  strength  now;  but  un¬ 
less  we  radically  change  now  our  present 
plans  and  policies  we  will  not  have  suf¬ 
ficient  strength  within  2  or  3  years. 

I  recall  that  on  January  23  of  this 
year  I  corrected  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  who  had  said  the  day  before  that 
we  would  have  the  Atlas  ICBM  ready 
for  combat  by  June  30  of  this  year.  He 
had  previously  said  we  would  have  the 
Atlas  operational  even  earlier  than  June 
30.  I  had  corrected  him  then  also. 
Such  optimistic  misinformation  gives 
the  American  people  a  false  sense  of 
security.  Just  this  last  Saturday,  in  a 
press  conference  at  Quantico,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  said  that  probably  within  2 
months  we  would  be  operational  in 
ICBM’s.  Again  I  say  that  is  not  cor¬ 
rect.  More  care  should  be  given  by  high 
officials  to  the  accuracy  of  j what  they  say 
to  the  American  people  with  respect  to 
our  national  defense. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Is  my  friend  of  the  view 
that  we  need  something  approaching  a 
crash  program  to  bring  our  intercon¬ 
tinental  ballistic  missile  and  intermedi¬ 
ate  range  ballistic  missile  units  into  far 
quicker  utilization  than  is  presently  con¬ 
templated? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  In  my  prior  re¬ 
marks  I  stated  that  what  the  Russians 
really  fear  today  is  the  Strategic  Air 
Force.  Although  the  testimony  is  that 
over  75  percent  of  the  bombers  in  SAC 
are  obsolescent  and  becoming  obsolete, 
the  administration’s  plan  is  to  correct 
that  growing  obsolescence  by  replacing 
only  about  5  percent  of  those  planes  over 
the  next  few  years. 

So  far  as  the  intercontinental  ballistic 
missiles  are  concerned,  we  could  double 
the  scheduled  production  of  these  mis¬ 
siles  with  the  existing  plant  facilities  and 
organization. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  Senator  is  well  in¬ 
formed  with  respect  to  our  strategic  ne¬ 
cessities.  Does  the  Senator  not  believe 
as  a  matter  of  national  security  it  would 
be  a  wise  step  to  take  to  double  our  ex¬ 
isting  missile  production? 


Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  believe  that  the 
Russians  are  deterred  from  attacking  us 
today  because  of  our  Strategic  Air  Force. 
This  deterrence  will  continue  to  exist 
only  if  we  produce  quickly  and  in  suffi¬ 
cient  quantities  the  intercontinental  bal¬ 
listic  missiles  and  the  Polaris  subma¬ 
rines. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  do  not  want  to  press 
my  friend  too  far  or  to  ask  him  to  answer 
questions  which  he  thinks  it  would  be 
wiser  not  to  answer.  Perhaps  I  am  mis¬ 
taken,  and  that  is  why  I  ask  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  opinion. 

Is  it  not  true,  with  respect  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  ballistic  missiles,  both  inter¬ 
continental  and  intermediate  range,  that 
our  present  rate  of  progress  is  unsatis¬ 
factory  in  the  light  of  the  obsolescence  of 
the  Strategic  Air  Force,  which  we  now 
know  is  going  forward? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  agree.  I  think 
the  more  Atlases,  the  more  Titans,  the 
more  Minutemans,  and  the  more  Po¬ 
larises  we  build  and  disperse,  the  greater 
will  be  the  security  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Does  the  Senator  feel 
that  the  authorization  for  the  missile 
program  which  has  been  reported  from 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  is  ade¬ 
quate? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  When  one  talks 
about  missiles,  I  will  say  to  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania,  it  is  a  question 
of  the  type  and  capability  of  the  missile, 
a  question  of  dispersion  of  the  missile, 
and  a  question  of  hardening  of  the  mis¬ 
sile  bases.  My  view  of  the  proposed  au¬ 
thorization  has  been  made  clear.  We 
are  stressing  defense  at  the  expense  of 
needed  offense. 

An  excellent  article  written  by  Edward 
Hymoff  appeared  in  the  June  25  issue  of 
Reporter  magazine.  It  gives  the  truth 
in  detail  for  the  first  time.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  this  article  appear  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Some  of  Our  Launching  Pads  Are  Missing 
(By  Edward  Hymoff) 

Last  January,  when  the  missile  experts  in 
and  around  Vandenberg  Air  Base  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  read  that  Defense  Secretary  Neil  Me- 
Elroy  had  stated  that  the  first  squadron  of 
10  Atlas  ICBM’s  would  be  on  station  and 
ready  for  use  by  mid-July,  there  were  many 
derisive  references  to  McElroy’s  “magic 
wand.’’  The  derision  did  not  abate  when 
McElroy  quickly  corrected  the  error  and 
shifted  the  deadline  to  the  end  of  the  year  or 
when  the  President,  in  his  TV  report  to  the 
Nation  on  March  16,  appeared  to  support  his 
Defense  Secretary’s  corrected  deadline  by  in¬ 
dicating  that  Atlas  ICBM’s  would  be  gen¬ 
erally  available  in  1959. 

The  simple  truth  of  the  matter — If  any¬ 
thing  at  all  In  the  missile  business  can  be 
considered  simple — is  that  if  all  goes  well, 
we  shall  have  the  means  to  fire  in  anger  only 
three  Atlas  missiles  by  midsummer  this 
year.  Early  next  year  we  shall  have  a  seoond 
launching  complex  capable  of  firing  three 
more  Atlases,  which  will  still  leave  us  four 
short  of  the  promised  full  squadron.  The 
rest  will  come  later,  and  most  of  it  a  good 
deal  later — and  therein  lies  the  story  of 
one  aspect  of  the  missile  lag  that  has  not 
been  fully  reported  or  understood. 

The  public  announcements  from  Wash¬ 
ington  are  almost  exclusively  preoccupied 
with  the  production  and  testing  of  the 
“birds”  themselves.  But  missiles  are  very 
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much  like  bullets:  without  a  gun — which  is 
to  say  an  operational  launching  site — they 
are  absolutely  useless.  And  like  a  quality 
gun,  a  launching  complex  requires  pains¬ 
taking  design,  individual  machining  in 
construction,  and  precise  testing.  Today  it 
is  far  easier,  quicker,  and  cheaper  to  build 
the  missiles  than  to  build  the  bases  that  will 
launch  them. 

GETTING  TO  FIRST  BASE 

One  man  who  understands  thoroughly  this 
unpublicized  area  of  the  missile  lag  is  Lt. 
Gen.  Bernard  A.  Schriever,  former  chief  of 
the  Air  Force  Ballistic  Missile  Division  and 
now  head  of  that  service’s  Air  Research  and 
Development  Command.  At  Senate  hearings 
early  this  year  he  skirted  the  subject  briefly. 
Preparedness  for  missile  warfare,  he  testi¬ 
fied,  includes  “base  construction,  it  means 
training,  it  means  the  setting  up  of  new 
units.”  Moreover,  he  added,  “we  are  intro¬ 
ducing  this  type  of  weapon  for  the  first  time 
in  the  history  of  this  country,  and  it  requires 
an  entirely  new  operational  environ¬ 
ment  *  *  *. 

“Money  isn’t  everything,”  General  Schriever 
repeated  for  my  benefit  in  the  quiet  of  his 
office.  “Even  with  money,  time  problems 
can’t  be  compressed.  This  is  what  we  have 
to  consider  when  we  transform  technology 
into  a  missile  weapons  system.  In  this  rela¬ 
tively  new  technology  we  often  require  lead 
times  in  excess  of  2  years — sometimes  even  3 
years.” 

Setting  aside  the  intermediate-range  bal¬ 
listic  missiles,  effective  against  the  Soviets 
only  from  overseas  bases,  we  are  relying  for 
missile  retaliation  on  a  hard  core  of  three 
ICBM  weapons  systems:  the  Atlas,  the  Titan, 
and  the  Minuteman,  and  on  the  inter¬ 
mediate-range  Polaris,  which  when  mounted 
on  nuclear  submarines  will  have  an  effective 
range  equal  to  the  ICBM’s.  The  Atlas  has 
been  tested  successfully  but  after  five  con¬ 
secutive  flight  failures  is  still  far  from  achiev¬ 
ing  the  80  percent  operational  reliability  Air 
Force  missile  experts  hope  to  attain.  The 
Titan  is  now  undergoing  basic  flight  tests 
and  is  at  least  a  year  to  18  months  behind 
the  Atlas  in  its  operational  schedule.  Min¬ 
uteman,  a  less  expensive  solid-fuel  long- 
range  weapon,  is  4  to  6  years  in  the  future, 
while  the  solid-fuel  Polaris  is  at  least  2  years 
from  installation  in  submarines  capable  of 
underwater  launchings. 

The  first  step  in  getting  the  ICBM’s  off 
the  ground  is  the  creation  of  a  missile  base. 
Today  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  spread 
over  65,000  acres  of  wasteland  some  175  miles 
northwest  of  Los  Angeles,  is  the  only  one  in 
existence — and  it  is  far  from  completion. 
(Cape  Canaveral,  so  often  in  the  headlines, 
is  a  launching  base  for  test  and  research 
missiles  only.)  Vandenberg  though  de¬ 
signed  primarily  for  training  purposes,  could 
be  used  as  an  operational  base.  Work  on 
this  site  is  now  going  into  high  gear,  with 
double  shifts  and  overtime.  Construction 
workers  have  begun  excavating  deep  holes 
and  tunnels  that  will  become  part  of  the 
most  expensive  diggings  in  the  Western 
World. 

These  excavations  will  ultimately  house 
four  underground  silos  for  the  mighty  Titan. 
According  to  top  Air  Force  officials,  there 
will  also  be  two  Atlas  launching  complexes 
each  of  which  will  consist  of  three  launch¬ 
ing  pads  accommodating  the  same  number 
of  missiles.  (Eight  additional  launching 
pads  at  Vandenberg,  of  which  four  are  now 
completed,  will  be  used  for  the  training  of 
missilemen  for.  the  intermediate-range  Thor 
and  the  launching  of  modified  Thors  used  in 
the  current  Discoverer  satellite  program.) 
When  this  huge  integrated  complex  is  finally 
completed  in  late  1961,  it  will  provide  the 
capability  of  one  10-missile  ICBM  squadron — 
though  of  mixed  breed — which  Secretary  Mc- 
Elroy  promised  for  the  end  of  1959. 


LONG  AND  SHORT  OF  HARD  AND  SOFT 

Three  major  steps  are  required  to  bring  a 
launching  complex  to  a  state  of  operational 
readiness:  Design,  construction,  and  check¬ 
ing.  The  design  phase  covers  a  period  of 
engineering  conferences  to  establish  what  the 
launching  complex  will  look  like  and  to  iron 
out  the  many  problems  posed  by  the 
geography  and  geology  peculiar  to  each  site. 
As  General  Schriever  put  it  to  me,  each  com¬ 
plex  must  be  “tailor  made  for  the  base  where 
you’re  going  to  locate  the  missiles.”  The 
design  phase  alone,  he  pointed  out,  “runs 
from  5  to  6  months”  before  the  construction 
contracts  are  even  let. 

The  construction  phase  which  follows  may 
run  from  15  to  20  months.  It  will  have 
taken  20  months,  for  instance,  to  build 
Vandenberg’s  first  launching  complex. 

The  final  phase— what  General  Schriever 
calls  the  installation  and  checkout  of 
the  supporting  equipment  that  makes 
a  missile  “truly  operational" — takes  about 
9  months.  In  all,  then,  30  to  35  months 
is  required  to  bring  these  intricate  launch¬ 
ing  bases  to  complete  readiness. 

There  is  little  chance  of  this  leadtime 
being  cut  back.  The  Atlas  was  originally 
designed  in  1954  as  a  “soft”  weapon  stand¬ 
ing  above  ground  in  a  vertical  position. 
The  radio  guidance  system  then  in  use  re¬ 
quired  ground  antennas  about  a  mile  down- 
leg  to  keep  the  bird  on  course  as  it  slowly 
climbed  into  the  sky.  However,  as  a  result 
of  subsequent  breakthroughs  in  inertial 
guidance  systems  which  have  made  it  possi¬ 
ble  to  fire  the  Atlas  from  underground  or 
“hard”  sites,  all  but  the  first  three  bases  will 
be  semihard  or  hard — and  hard  sites  take 
about  10  months  longer  to  build  than  soft 
sites.  The  Titan,  of  course,  has  been 
planned  from  conception  as  an  underground- 
based  missile.  The  Minuteman  is  expected 
to  be  emplaced  in  both  mobile  (railroad 
flatcar)  soft  sites  and  in  stationary  hard 
sites. 

Hard  and  soft  sites  have  been  the  subject 
of  a  heated  debate  between  their  respective 
proponents.  Many  top-ranking  officers  in 
the  Air  Force  have  lobbied  for  the  hard  sites 
with  colorful  and  often  dramatic  presenta¬ 
tions  based  upon  what  they  consider  valid 
intelligence.  Our  missiles,  they  say,  will 
some  day  be  accurate  enough  to  hit  a  hun¬ 
dred-foot-diameter  bull’s-eye.  “And  if 
they’re  going  to  be  this  accurate,”  a  Stra¬ 
tegic  Air  Command  officer  warned,  “it 
stands  to  reason  that  the  Soviets  will  reach 
this  degree  of  effectiveness  with  their  mis¬ 
siles." 

One  prominent  civilian  missile  engineer, 
with  considerable  experience  in  the  nuclear- 
weapons  field,  disagreed.  “An  Atlas  site 
above  ground  but  built  in  a  narrow  ravine 
or  canyon  has  greater  protection  than  an 
underground  site,”  he  told  me.  “Let’s  face 
it:  we  can  build  a  hell  of  a  lot  of  soft  sites 
in  canyons  and  ravines  much  faster,  put  the 
birds  on  them,  and  have  our  deterrent  and 
retaliatory  power  at  least  2  years  earlier  than 
present  construction  schedules  call  for.” 

He  acknowledges  that  a  direct  hit  will 
naturally  knock  out  a  soft  surface  installa¬ 
tion,  “but  experience  in  nuclear  tests  has 
shown  us  that  a  near  miss  on  the  other  side 
of  a  hill  or  mountain  will  barely  shake  up 
a  soft  site.”  Describing  his  own  studies  of 
the  blast  effects  of  air,  surface,  and  under¬ 
ground  nuclear  test  explosions,  he  told  me 
that  a  near  miss  at  a  hard  underground  site 
can  do  far  greater  damage.  “It’s  like  an 
earthquake,”  he  explained.  “Underground 
communications  and  control  cables  can  be 
knocked  haywire — and  remember,  some  of 
the  most  sensitive  equipment  ever  devised  is 
a  part  of  a  missile’s  ground  installation.” 

He  conceded,  however,  that  the  monu¬ 
mental  cost  of  building  what  General 
Schriever  calls  “an  entirely  new  operational 
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environment”  can  be  cut  down  by  emplac¬ 
ing  ICBM's  in  many  of  the  hundreds  of 
abandoned  mines  spotted  throughout  the 
Nation:  “There’s  no  reason  at  all  why  some 
of  these  mines  can’t  be  converted,”  he  said. 
"The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  pre¬ 
sented  studies  of  the  feasibility  of  utilizing 
abandoned  mines,  but  they’ve  been  turned 
down  cold  by  the  Air  Force.  And  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  has  been  in  the  construction 
business  longer  than  the  Air  Force  has  been 
in  existence." 

The  Air  Force  refused  to  comment  beyond 
a  brief  statement  that  the  decision  to  table 
the  study  “is  not  completely  correct.”  Sub¬ 
sequent  investigation  indicates  that  aban¬ 
doned  mine  sites  will  probably  be  used  for 
future  generations  of  missiles  like  the  solid- 
fuel  Minuteman  of  1963-65. 

At  present  the  only  completely  hardened 
site  under  construction  is  Vandenberg’s 
first  Titan  complex.  A  giant  silo,  155  feet 
deep  and  40  feet  wide,  is  well  under  way  and 
will  take  a  total  of  2  years  to  build.  When 
finished,  it  will  be  covered  by  massive  steel 
and  concrete  doors  that  will  automatically 
open  to  permit  the  huge  110-ton  bullet¬ 
shaped  missile  to  rise  to  ground  level  on  an 
elevator. 

Trained  manpower  is  one  of  the  biggest 
problems  facing  the  Air  Force  today  and 
contributes  measurably  to  the  over-all  time 
lag  of  our  missile  program.  As  of  now,  an 
Atlas  squadron  calls  for  550  men  and  a  Titan 
squadron  for  600.  Air  Force  officers  at  Van¬ 
denberg  responsible  for  the  ballistic- 
missile  training  program  say  that  these  re¬ 
quirements  will  ultimately  be  reduced  as 
more  automation  becomes  available. 

Training  for  IRBM  squadrons  is  proceeding 
at  an  accelerated  pace  in  many  parts  of  the 
United  States,  but  the  ICBM  training  pro¬ 
gram  is  off  to  a  slower  start.  Probably  the 
most  advanced  training  on  this  front  is  to 
be  found  in  Vandenberg’s  576th  Strategic 
Missile  Squadron,  where  the  cream  of  Air 
Force  enlisted  technicians  and  officers  are 
undergoing  various  phases  of  Atlas  launch- 
crew  training  which  began  last  September. 
The  576th  is  a  combination  training  and 
operational  squadron,  and  it  is  a  far  cry  from 
the  kind  of  Atlas  combat  squadron  that  De¬ 
fense  Secretary  McElroy  envisioned  would 
be  on  station  and  ready  for  action  in  Janu¬ 
ary.  In  carefully  censored  hearings  before 
the  Senate,  which  McElroy  seems  to  have 
overlooked,  General  Schriever  explained  that 
the  missile  training  program  for  the  various 
ICBM  squadrons  “is  in  the  order  of  30 
months.” 

ARITHMETIC  REGRESSION 

Perhaps  the  key  factor  in  our  missile  pre¬ 
paredness  program  during  what  has  come  to 
be  called  the  dangerous  early  sixties  will  be 
the  ratio  between  the  number  of  launching 
pads  and  the  number  of  available  ICBM’s. 
Although  production  figures  are  secret,  no 
less  authoritative  a  journal  than  Aviation 
Week  recently  disclosed  that  the  Convair 
plant  manufacturing  the  Atlas  is  operating 
at  40  percent  of  capacity.  If,  for  the  sake 
of  argument,  a  total  of  50  Atlas  ICBM’s  are 
produced  this  year  and  a  similar  number  in 
1960  and  1961,  by  the  end  of  the  third  year 
there  will  be  many  more  missiles  than 
available  launching  pads. 

By  early  March,  the  Pentagon  had  an¬ 
nounced  plans  to  build  five  ICBM  bases  in 
addition  to  Vandenberg — four  Atlas  bases, 
consisting  of  Warren  (near  Cheyenne),  Of- 
futt  (near  Omaha,  which  is  also  SAC  head¬ 
quarters),  Fairchild  (near  Spokane),  and 
Forbes  (near  Topeka),  plus  a  Titan  base  at 
Lowry  (near  Denver).  Three  weeks  later, 
four  additional  missile  bases  were  announced 
for  construction  next  to  existing  operational 
airbases.  Two  of  the  four  (Ellsworth  near 
Rapid  City,  S.  Dak.,  and  Mountain  Home 
near  Boise,  Idaho)  were  designated  as 
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Titan  bases,  and  the  other  two  (Schilling 
naer  Salina,  Kans.,  and  Lincoln  near  Its 
namesake  city  in  Nebraska)  as  additional 
Atlas  bases.  Present  plans  call  for  each  of 
these  missile  areas  to  hold  a  single  squad¬ 
ron,  with  the  exception  of  Warren,  which 
has’  been  expanded  in  recent  planning  to 
house  two  more  Atlas  squadrons,  and  Lowry, 
which  will  have  a  second  Titan  squadron. 
Adding  this  up,  one  arrives  at  a  total  of 
three  Titan  bases  and  six  Atlas  bases,  with 
Vandenberg — the  10th  base — incorporating 
both  Atlases  and  Titans. 

The  number  of  missiles  planned  for  each 
base,  however,  has  been  revised  by  a  policy 
decision,  made  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
last  January,  to  both  harden  bases  and  dis¬ 
perse  missiles. 

Dispersal,  according  to  a  high-ranking  mis¬ 
sile  officer,  means  “buying  small  plots  of  land 
scattered  around  the  compass  around  the 
existing  airbase.  One  launch  site  can  be 
15  miles  from  the  base,  another  10  miles,  and 
a  third  20  miles,  with  all  of  them  many  miles 
from  one  another  and  as  much  as  40  miles 
apart  on  opposite  sides  of  the  base."  He 
told  me  that  as  part  of  the  dispersal  plan 
it  had  been  decided  to  maintain  10  missiles 
and  launching  pads  in  Atlas  and  Titan 
ICBM  squadrons.  But  he  acknowledged  that 
the  communications  problem  between  mis¬ 
sile  sites  will  be  magnified  tenfold  as  a 
result  of  dispersal. 

With  a  total  of  10  missile  bases,  2  with 
additional  squadrons,  and  10  missiles  to  a 
squadron,  the  Nation  would  have — if  all 
bases  were  completed  on  time — a  total  de¬ 
terrent  and  retaliatory  capability  of  130  At¬ 
las  and  Titan  ICBM's  on  station  in  1962. 
Present  construction  schedules,  however,  pre¬ 
clude  all  10  bases  being  completed  by  that 
time.  Vandenberg  is  the  most  advanced  in 
construction.  Warren  is  a  year  behind,  and 
its  two  additional  squadrons  will  set  back 
its  semihardsite  schedule  by  some  30  months 
more.  Contracts  for  brick-and-mortar  con¬ 
struction  of  missile-launching  facilities  have 
been  recently  allotted  at  Lowry  and  Offutt 
for  one  squadron  each. 

The  Air  Force  admits  that  construction 
has  not  yet  begun  at  any  of  the  remaining 
programed  sites,  adding,  however,  that 
“certain  preliminary  soil  investigation  and 
site  preparation  is  underway  at  the  other 
locations.”  The  Directorate  of  Installations 
at  Ballistic  Missile  Division  headquarters  has 
acknowledged,  without  naming  the  bases  in¬ 
volved,  that  some  of  the  time-consuming 
land-acquisition  program  is  still  in  the 
courts  “and  will  be  for  some  time  to  come." 

STRIKE  ONE - YOU’RE  OUT? 

With  the  prospect  that  by  the  end  of 
1962  we  shall  have  far  fewer  launching  sites 
ready  than  are  now  scheduled,  it  becomes 
more  important  than  ever  to  establish  the 
performance  and  capability  of  those  which 
will  be  completed  by  that  date.  The  ques¬ 
tion  arises,  first  of  all,  whether  these  missile 
bases  will  be  capable  of  launching  a  second 
salvo  of  ICBM’s  to  follow  our  first  retaliatory 
barrage.  According  to  current  military 
thinking,  ICBM  warfare  will  be  more  or  less 
limited  to  a  “strike”  by  the  enemy  and  a 
“strikeback"  by  our  own  missiles.  There 
seems  to  be  general  agreement  in  the  Penta¬ 
gon  and  among  the  missilemen  at  Vanden¬ 
berg  and  the  missile-weapons-system  de¬ 
signers  and  evaluators  in  the  manufacturing 
plants  that  there  may  well  be  no  chance  to 
reload  and  fire  again. 

A  certain  number  of  assumptions  underlie 
this  view:  First,  it  is  assumed  that  the 
enemy  will  know  the  location  of  most  of  our 
missile  sites  and  will  achieve  a  high  propor¬ 
tion  of  direct  hits  and  near  misses.  (Many 
military  analysts,  in  and  out  of  uniform, 
anticipate  that  in  the  event  of  a  Soviet  ICBM 
attack  60  percent  of  our  ICBM  retaliatory 
force  would  be  knocked  out.)  Second,  given 
the  damage  suffered  from  the  strike,  includ¬ 


ing  intense  radiation  and  widespread  dis¬ 
ruption  of  communications,  the  retaliatory 
strikeback  will  be  largely  limited  to  what  can 
be  achieved  by  missiles  already  in  firing  posi¬ 
tion  and  subject  to  automatic  control.  For 
those  sites  which  escape  damage  from  the 
original  attack,  the  time  factor  alone  pre¬ 
sents  almost  insuperable  obstacles  to  an 
effective  second  salvo.  Some  of  the  strike- 
back  problems  were  taken  up  in  the  afore¬ 
mentioned  congressional  hearings  with  an 
admission  by  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  Gen. 
Thomas  D.  White  that  it  would  be  a  matter 
of  considerably  more  time  to  set  up  new 
missiles  on  launching  pads  after  the  first 
salvo  had  been  fired.  In  the  give-and- 
take  of  the  hearing  an  Air  Force  technical 
spokesman  told  the  committee  that  there 
are  two  distinct  disadvantages  to  thinking 
in  terms  of  reloading  and  launching  a  second 
salvo.  .“One  is  that  the  response  rate  (me¬ 
chanical  capability  of  launch  sites  for  a  sec¬ 
ond  launch)  is  very  low,”  he  explained,  “so 
they  are  vulnerable  for  a  long  period  of  time. 
Two,  they  must  be  reloaded  in  an  environ¬ 
ment  which  we  have  to  assume  is  going  to  be 
very  hostile  to  the  reloading  crew  in  terms 
of  radiation  hazard.  Under  these  circum¬ 
stances  *  *  *  you  can  only  come  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  there  is  more  value  to  providing 
some  hardening  than  there  is  to  providing 
additional  soft  missiles  that  are  not  on 
launch  pads.” 

Another  Air  Force  general  officer  in  the 
missile  field  refused  to  comment  on  the 
availability  of  launching  pads  for  a  second 
shot,  but  admitted  that  even  under  ideal 
conditions  it  could  take  “some  number  of 
long  hours”  to  pull  another  Atlas  or  Titan 
out  of  its  storage  hole,  deliver  it  to  the 
launching  pad,  emplace  it,  refuel  it,  check 
components,  and  then  begin  what  is  still  a 
lengthy  countdown  procedure.  The  ines¬ 
capable  fact  at  present  is  that  it  will  take  an 
estimated  day  or  longer  to  ready  a  launching 
pad  for  a  second  shot  (assuming  such  a. shot 
to  be  either  possible  or  desirable).  One  of 
the  civilian  construction  engineers  at  Van¬ 
denberg  with  launching-pad-construction 
experience  at  Canaveral  frankly  admits  that 
the  heat  generated  by  powerful  rocket  en¬ 
gines  often  causes  the  thick  steel  plate  cov¬ 
ering  the  launch  pad  to  melt  and  run.  Ex¬ 
cessive  noise  vigration  also  loosens  steel  sup¬ 
ports  and  cracks  even  the  special  heat-re¬ 
sistant  concrete  that  has  been  developed. 
He  explained  how  at  Canaveral  thousands  of 
tons  of  cooling  water  are  sprayed  under  high 
pressure  on  a  launching  pad  from  which  a 
research-and-development  test  vehicle  is  tak¬ 
ing  off.  “And  we  still  have  to  spend  a  day 
or  two  inspecting  a  cooled-down  pad  before 
we  can  use  it  again,”  he  continued.  “Some 
little  thing  is  usually  knocked  out,  and  once 
in  a  while  extensive  repairs  force  us  to  down 
the  pad  for  a  week.  No,  I  can’t  buy  an  opera¬ 
tional  launch  site  being  used  more  than  once 
in  a  24-  or  30-hcur  period.” 

There  is,  it  appears,  a  more  optimistic 
minority  view  which  holds  that  completely 
hardened  sites  like  those  now  envisaged  for 
the  Titan  and  later  in  the  Atlas  program  will 
permit  more  than  one  salvo.  But  even  this 
group  concedes  that  the  first  soft  sites  now 
undergoing  construction  at  Vandenberg  and 
Warren  would  be  useless  after  the  first  shot. 

All  this  would  seem — in  the  elusive  mathe¬ 
matics  of  the  missile  controversy — to  add  up 
to  the  fact  that  of  the  10  missile  bases  and 
13  squadrons  (including  Vandenberg)  now 
scheduled,  only  the  hard-site  squadrons — 
perhaps  6 — can  expect  to  remain  in  busi¬ 
ness  after  launching  their  first  rounds.  And 
since  the  state  of  the  art  during  the  dan¬ 
gerous  early  1960’s  precludes  all  missiles 
functioning  reliably,  perhaps  only  50  of  the 
60  missiles  in  those  squadrons  would  be  able 
to  take  off.  Finally,  one  cannot  assume,  for 
either  the  Soviets  or  ourselves,  that  each  and 
every  missile  will  find  its  way  to  its  respective 
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target.  Missile  technology  is  such — and  will 
be  for  some  time  to  come — that  a  single 
malfunctioning  component  among  the  many 
tens  of  thousands  of  working  parts  in  both 
our  own  and  the  Soviet  missiles  can  send  one 
of  these  awesome  weapons  well  off  its  course. 

SECURITY  AND  INSECURITY 

The  entire  area  of  the  Nation’s  retaliatory 
missile  capability  is  shrouded  in  security 
and  censorship,  and  is  complicated  by  a 
series  of  constantly  shifting  evaluations  and 
new  technological  developments  in  what  the 
civilian  director  of  the  Atlas  project  calls 
“a  period  of  technological  obsolescence.” 
New  evaluations  and  conflicting  claims  are 
constantly  publicized  by  Pentagon  leaders 
seeking  public  and  congressional  support  for 
either  an  increase  in  manpower  or  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  new  types  of  missile  hardware 
for  their  respective  services.  On  the  eve  of 
the  NATO  foreign  ministers’  conference  in 
Washington,  statements  by  American  mili¬ 
tary  leaders  declaring  that  we  now  have  the 
power  to  “break  Russia’s  back”  were  widely 
published.  While  admitting  the  Soviets’ 
three-to-one  lead  in  missiles,  they  asserted 
that  the  total  capacity  of  our  “mixed”  forces 
was  more  than  adequate  for  the  job,  and 
that  U.S.  nuclear  delivery  capability  was  far 
greater  than  that  of  the  Soviet  Union.  A 
few  days  later  the  headlines  carried  a  state¬ 
ment  by  Gen.  Thomas  S.  Power,  SAC  com¬ 
mander,  flatly  contradicting  such  asser¬ 
tions.  In  testimony  before  the  House  Ap- 
priations  Subcommittee  he  declared,  that 
SAC — the  backbone  of  our  mixed-force 
strategy— was  rapidly  “deteriorating”  and 
that  the  B-47,  which  comprises  roughly  two- 
thirds  of  SAC’s  striking  power,  was  obsoles¬ 
cent.  Warning  that  the  weapons  lag  was 
“risking  the  whole  country,”  he  asked  that 
the  B-47  be  replaced.  “I  want  more  B-52’s 
than  are  in  the  program,”  he  declared,  “and 
I  want  more  Atlases — and  I  want  them 
faster — and  I  want  more  B-58s.” 

As  a  result  of  such  conflicting  statements, 
public  uncertainty  over  our  defense  policies 
is  acute.  In  turn,  the  absence  of  reliable 
and  consistent  public  information  in  the 
area  of  weapons  development  tends  to  crip¬ 
ple  congressional  efforts  to  force  through 
decisions  that  would  help  close  the  missile 
gap.  Tlie  broad  base  of  such  decisions  has 
been  set  forth  by  General  Schriever;  it  lies 
in  wide  public  recognition  that  “The  nature 
and  size  of  our  forces  must,  at  the  earliest 
possible  date,  be  such  as  to  absorb  an  at¬ 
tack  of  many  hundred  missiles  hurled  at  us 
simultaneously — and  still  retain  the  capabil¬ 
ity  of  devastating  the  aggressor.  We  simply 
don’t  know  when  the  Soviets  for  their  part 
will  achieve  their  capability;  therefore  it  is 
only  safe  to  assume  that  they  will  have  it 
sooner  rather  than  later.” 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  We  are  not  only 
lagging  in  missile  production,  but  our 
plans  for  dispersal  and  for  hardening 
are  such  that  it  is  going  to  take  a  long 
time  to  provide  a  truly  operational  pic¬ 
ture. 

General  Schriever  talked  about  an 
over  30  months’  requirement  from  a  flat 
start  to  get  an  operational  missile  on  a 
hardened  base.  During  that  time  it 
would  certainly  seem  to  be  the  better 
part  of  wisflom,  to  me,  for  us  to  modern¬ 
ize  further  our  Strategic  Air  Force,  which 
we  can  do  with  our  present  production 
facilities. 

I  will  say  to  my  able  friend,  it  is  my 
belief  that  liklihood  of  having  a  nuclear 
war  is  far  less  than  the  liklihood  of  hav¬ 
ing  a  conventional  war.  When  I  went 
to  Berlin  month  before  last,  I  found  to 
my  sorrow  that  we  are  not  only  heavily 
outmanned,  but  also  our  forces  are  not 
modernized. 
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As  the  Senator  knows,  the  Russians 
are  supposed  to  have  175  divisions,  of 
which  about  22  divisions  are  directly  ad¬ 
jacent  to  West  Germany,  while  we  have 
only  5  divisions  in  that  area.  I  do  not 
understand  why  we  do  not  modernize 
the  equipment  those  five  divisions  have, 
in  order  to  give  them  at  least  some 
change  in  case  of  Communist  aggression. 
Nothing  even  approaching  such  moderni-' 
zation  has  been  presented  by  the  admin¬ 
istration  to  date.  Adequate  moderniza¬ 
tion  of  our  ground  forces  is  one  of  our 
greatest  needs. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  In  further  response 
to  the  question  asked  by  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Pennsylvania,  I 
wish  to  say  that  the  pending  military 
construction  bill  is  geared  to  what  I 
think  is  an  inadequate  production  pro¬ 
gram  for  our  intercontinental  ballistic 
missile  effort.  It  is  my  personal  feel¬ 
ing  that  before  the  present  session  of 
Congress  adjourns,  we  should  come  back 
with  a  supplemental  authorization  bill 
for  additional  base  sites.  In  that  way, 
if  we  add  to  the  output  of  ICBM’s,  we 
will  be  able  to  take  care  of  the  long 
lead  time  items,  which,  of  course,  in 
this  instance,  happen  to  be  the  base 
sites.  In  other  words,  it  takes  much 
longer  to  have  the  bases  ready  to  receive 
the  delivery  systems  than  it  takes  to 
produce  the  individual  ballistic  missiles. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Washington  for  his  comments.  I  won¬ 
der  if  I  con-ectly  understand  the  posi¬ 
tions  of  my  friends  from  Washington 
and  Missouri  when  I  say  that  based  at 
least  to  some  extent  on  their  better 
judgment  it  is  my  own  view  we  need 
substantially  more  effort  and  substan¬ 
tially  more  money,  first,  to  increase  the 
production  rate  of  intermediate  and  in¬ 
tercontinental  ballistc  missiles;  secondly, 
to  place  more  defensive  missiles  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  bases  of  the  Strategic  Air 
Force,  and,  third,  to  provide  more  dis¬ 
persion  of  the  Strategic  Air  Force  than 
we  have  at  present.  I  further  believe 
that  all  of  these  things  should  be  going 
forward  at  the  same  time,  and  that  they 
will  require  substantially  higher  appro¬ 
priations  than  are  presently  contem¬ 
plated  to  be  authorized. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  More  funds  will 
be  needed,  if  we  don’t  get  more  effec¬ 
tiveness  through  some  real  unification  in 
the  sei'vices.  The  Senator  is  correct, 
particularly  as  regards  ICBM’s  and  dis¬ 
persal  of  bases.  The  Senator  has  just 
been  listening  to  a  great  authority  on 
this  subject,  my  able  friend  from  the 
State  of  Washington.  As  for  ICBM’s, 
one  must  have  the  missile  themselves, 
one  must  have  dispersion  of  their  bases, 
and  one  must  have  those  bases  ade¬ 
quately  protected  or  hardened. 

The  point  which  the  able  Senator  from 
Washington  is  making  is  entirely  sound. 
Once  one  is  in  production  of  an  ICBM  it 
takes  a  great  deal  longer  to  build  the 
base  and  to  train  the  crews,  than  it  takes 
to  build  the  missile. 


Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  happy  to  see  my 
friend  from  Washington  is  interested  in 
this  colloquy.  I  should  like  to  ask  an¬ 
other  question. 

For  the  relatively  short  period  of 
years — 3,  4,  or  5  years — during  which 
our  Strategic  Air  Force  must  continue 
to  be  our  primary  deterrent  against  at¬ 
tack,  is  it  not  true  we  need  an  increase 
in  the  production  of  jet  tankers  to  re¬ 
duce  the  dependence  of  our  strategic 
bombers  on  overseas  bases,  which  are 
threatened  by  Russian  missiles?  v 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  that.  Every  expert  testifies 
to  the  need.  Yet,  we  are  told  that  we 
cannot  afford  to  build  enough  tankers. 

Mr.  CLARK.  An  adequate  number  of 
additional  jet  tankers,  as  I  understand 
the  situation,  is  not  contemplated  in  the 
pending  measure  or  in  the  other  military 
authorization  bills  which  will  soon  be 
before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  That  is  not  cov¬ 
ered  in  this  particular  bill,  of  course,  be¬ 
cause  this  is  a  military  construction  bill. 

Under  oath  several  years  ago  the 
world’s  foremost  authority,  perhaps,  on 
strategic  air  power.  General  LeMay,  tes¬ 
tified  that  the  tanker  program  was  to¬ 
tally  inadequate.  Yet,  we  still  have  a 
relatively  small  number  operational  and 
only  about  96  more  are  provided  for  in 
the  1960  budget  request. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Is  there  not  presently, 
also,  an  acute  shortage  of  air  crews  for 
SAC,  which  limits  the  ability  of  SAC  to 
maintain  an  air  alert? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  do  not  know  the 
exact  figures  with  respect  to  crews,  but 
I  know  there  has  never  been  a  time  in 
recent  years  when  SAC  has  had  an  ade¬ 
quate  number  of  trained  crews,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  sworn  testimony  of  the  SAC 
authorities,  such  as  General  LeMay  and 
General  Power. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  appreciate  that  some 
of  the  lack  of  adequately  trained  air 
crews  comes  about  as  a  result  of  the 
difficulties  of  recruiting  personnel  and 
holding  them  in  service,  but  it  is  also 
to  some  extent  the  result  of  inadequate 
appropriations,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  The  Senator,  as 
usual,  is  correct. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  should  like  to  turn  to 
another  matter  mentioned  by  my  friend 
from  Washington.  Does  my  friend  from 
Washington,  as  well  as  my  friend  from 
Missouri,  feel  we  should  be  pressing 
ahead  faster  than  we  are  in  connection 
with  the  Polaris  missile  and  our  anti¬ 
submarine  program? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  the  floor.  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield  to  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Pennsylvania  so  that  he  may  ask  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Washington 
questions.  The  only  reason  I  stated  it 
in  that  way  is  that  I  am  taking  care  to 
protect  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Dakota,  who  asked  unanimous 
consent  to  yield  to  me. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  would  be  happy  to 
have  my  friend  from  Missouri  give  his 
views  on  that  question,  also. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  would  prefer 
to  have  the  Senator  from  Washington 
answer  the  question. 


Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  agree 
wholeheartedly  with  the  observation 
made  by  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania.  We  should  be 
making  an  all-out  effort  to  achieve  at  the 
earliest  possible  date  an  invulnerable  re¬ 
taliatory  deterrent.  This  involves,  in  my 
judgment,  the  Polaris  weapons  system. 
It  involves  the  Minuteman,  which,  as  the 
Senator  knows,  can  be  hardened  by  being 
placed  in  the  bowels  of  the  earth  or  on 
mobile  platforms  in  various  places. 

I  think  this  should  be  our  primary 
objective.  I  believe  the  Soviet  leaders 
are  deterred  from  undertaking  an  all-out 
war  against  America  and  the  free  world 
by  the  possibility  of  an  all-out  retaliation 
from  us.  We  must  have  in  being,  there¬ 
fore,  a  deterrent  which  the  enemy  cannot 
destroy.  It  is  that  simple.  Once  we 
achieve  such  a  deterrent,  it  seems  to  me, 
we  shall  have  gone  a  long  way  toward 
providing  assurance  against  an  all-out 
nuclear  or  thermonuclear  conflict. 

Mr.  CLARK.  We  do  not  have  that 
deterx-ent  in  being  today,  do  we? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  We  do  not.  We  are 
far  from  having  that  kind  of  a  de¬ 
terrent  today. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  grateful  to  my 
friend  for  his  patience  in  continually 
yielding  to  me. 

Let  me  turn  to  the  third  point  the 
Senator  made  at  the  beginning  of  his 
talk;  that  in  order  to  protect  this  coun¬ 
try  and  to  fulfill  our  worldwide  com¬ 
mitments  we  must  have  the  capacity  to 
wage  effectively  limited  war.  It  has  been 
my  judgment — and  I  ask  my  friend  to 
either  confirm  it  or  modify  it — that  we 
do  not  have  such  a  capacity  today. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  We  do  not.  Our 
deficiency  in  this  respect  is  very  serious. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Is  it  not  true  that  our 
troops  are  understrength;  that  our 
troops  are  armed  with  obsolete,  World 
War  n  weapons;  that  our  troops  do  not 
have  adequate  conventional  ammunition 
with  which  to  fight  a  “brush  war”;  that 
we  tend  to  rely  on  tactical  atomic  wea¬ 
pons  which  we  may  never  politically  be 
in  a  position  to  utilize;  that  our  Marine 
Corps  is  understrength  ai  d  lacking  in 
adequate  airlift;  and  that  this  situa¬ 
tion  should  be  a  matter  of  the  first  pri¬ 
ority  in  connection  with  securing  the 
safety  of  the  United  States  of  America . 
and  its  position  abroad? 

I  realize  that  that  is  a  pretty  compre¬ 
hensive  question. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Let  me  answer  my 
friend  in  this  way:  In  order  to  have  any 
chance  with  the  relatively  small  Army 
we  have,  that  Army  should  be  modern 
and  mobile.  Several  months  ago  I  was 
having  dinner  with  Mayor  Brandt  in 
Berlin.  The  question  was  asked  me,  “We 
are  very  glad  that  you  do  not  intend  to 
give  an  inch  with  respect  to  West  Ber¬ 
lin,  but  how  can  we  reconcile  that  with 
our  knowledge  that  you  plan  further  to 
reduce  the  number  of  combat  divisions 
in  your  already  small  Army?” 

I  had  no  answer  for  that  question,  and 
I  do  not  believe  anyone  else  has  an 
answer  for  it. 

Each  year  the  Army  has  petitioned  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  for  adequate  air- 
life  Each  year  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
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have  rejected  the  petition  of  ;the  Army 
for  adequate  airlift.  Then  the  American 
people  are  told  that  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  do  not  believe  that  we  need  more 
airlift.  They  are  not  told  it  was  a  de¬ 
cision  by  majority  vote  of  the  other 
services  against  spending  the  money  so 
the  Army  could  be  mobile.  That  is  one 
of  the  reasons  why  Gen.  Maxwell 
Taylor  has  decided  to  resign,  because  of 
lack  of  mobility  of  his  Army. 

Another  aspect  of  the  Army’s  situa¬ 
tion  involves  modernization  of  equip¬ 
ment,  such  as  tanks  and  guns.  As  I  men¬ 
tioned  in  my  speech,  the  gross  national 
product  of  the  United  States  is  around 
$1  y4  billion  a  day,  and  it  would  require 
less  than  a  third  of  that  amount  of  poney 
added  to  the  budget  to  give  some  reason¬ 
able  amount  of  modernity  to  our  Army. 
Neverthless,  our  already  very  small — 
relatively  speaking — Army  facing  the 
Russians  around  Berlin  has  tanks  which 
have  less  than  one-half  the  range  of  the 
Russian  tanks.  The  Russian  tanks  are 
newer  than  ours,  having  been  built  since 
World  War  n,  while  we  have  not  even 
spent  the  money  to  change  from  gaso¬ 
line  engines  to  diesel  engines  in  any 
quantity. 

In  addition,  the  heavy  Russian  tanks 
have  120  millimeter  guns,  whereas  our 
tanks  have  a  maximum  of  105  millimeter 
guns. 

If  we  have  the  right  to  draft  boys  from 
the  farms  and  cities  in  peacetime  to  go 
into  military  service,  we  have  the  duty 
to  give  them  the  best  equipment  and  the 
best  training,  in  order  to  give  them  the 
best  chance  to  do  their  jobs  successfully 
and  to  return  home  safely.  We  are  not 
performing  this  duty.  -r 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  friend  for  his  frank  and  pertinent 
answer  to  my  question. 

Let  me  say  briefly,  for  myself,  that  I 
stated  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  as  long 
ago  as  March  5  of  this  year,  that  in  my 
judgment  the  appropriations  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  President’s  budget  to 
preserve  the  security  and  defense  of  the 
United  States  were  totally  inadequate. 
I  pointed  out  that  the  Gaither  Commit¬ 
tee,  the  Rockefeller  Committee,  and  the 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Appropriations  had  requested  substan¬ 
tially  larger  appropriations,  and  that  I 
hoped  they  would  be  forthcoming. 

I  find  that  this  authorization  for  mili¬ 
tary  construction  cannot  well  be  ana¬ 
lyzed  by  an  amateur  in  the  field,  as  I 
am,  without  knowing  what  is  to  be  done 
in  other  fields  of  military  authorization 
and  appropriation;  and  I  would  be 
sorely  tempted  to  vote  against  the  pres¬ 
ent  bill  as  a  protest  against  the  inade¬ 
quacy  of  the  entire  system  if  I  did  not 
believe  that  would  be  a  futile  gesture. 

We  must  increase  the  number  of  Army 
divisions.  We  must  bring  the  Marine 
Corps  up  to  strength.  We  must  give  the 
Marine  Corps  an  adequate  airlift.  We 
must  modernize  and  protect  our  Stra¬ 
tegic  Air  Force.  We  must  move  ahead 
more  rapidly  with  the  development  of 
ballistic  missiles,  and  giVfe  the  Navy  what 
it  needs  to  go  full  steam  ahead  with  the 
Polaris  missile  and  antisubmarine  war¬ 
fare.  In  my  judgment  that  cannot  be 
done  within  the  limits  of  the  President’s 
budget. 


Mr.  SYMINGTON.  That  is  a?i  excel¬ 
lent  summation  of  our  needs.  I  thank 
my  able  friend  from  Pennsylvania  for 
his  fine  contribution. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Monroney  in  the  chair) .  The  Chair  in¬ 
forms  the  Senator  from  Colorado  that 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  has  the  floor.  He  yielded,  under  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  to  the 
junior  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington],  with  the  understanding 
that  he  would  not  lose  the  privilege  of 
the  floor. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield 
for  a  unanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  wish  to  introduce  a 
bill  and  propound  a  unanimous  consent 
request. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
I  may  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
for  the  purpose  of  introduction  of  a  bill 
and  the  propounding  of  a  unanimous- 
consent  request,  without  losing  my  right 
to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  include 
in  his  request  the  privilege  of  yielding 
to  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  ;  and  the  request  that  the  un¬ 
finished  business  be  temporarily  laid 
aside  in  order  that  the  Senate  may  con¬ 
sider  the  conference  report  on  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill,  and  that  that 
be  done  without  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  losing  his  right  to  the  floor  at 
the  conclusion  of  consideration  of  the 
conference  report  on  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  so  request. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Also  that  there 
may  be  a  quorum  call  without  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  losing  the  floor. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  am  glad 
to  yield  with  the  same  understanding. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Col¬ 
orado. 


THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  courtesy  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  in  yielding  to  me.  I  point 
out  that  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has 
been  standing  on  his  feet  on  the  floor  for 
33  minutes,  attempting  to  gain  recogni¬ 
tion,  during  which  time  a  number  of 
Senators  spoke.  Some  of  them  ques¬ 
tioned  the  Senator  from  Missouri,  who 
temporarily  had  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  there  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record  an  editorial  from  the 
Cleveland  Plain  Dealer,  which  was  re¬ 
printed  in  the  Ohio  Republican  News, 
and  which  I  believe  deserves  wide 
readership. 

It  contains  in  a  very  brief  and  clear 
analysis,  a  restatement  of  some  of  the 
facts  of  economic  life. 

All  the  politically  motivated  nonsense 
I  have  been  reading  in  the  Record  will 


June  30 

not  make  it  otherwise.  There  is  onlyy 
one  way  to  balance  a  budget  and  that  br 
to  adjust  expenditures  to  income.  Apy 
effort  to  avoid  these  facts  is  not  jmly 
unrealistic,  but  unfair  to  our  chjwren 
and  their  children,  when  we  leave  them 
nothing  but  a  heritage  of  debt/ 

There  being  no  objection,  tbre  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  ii/he  Record, 
as  follows :  / 

The  Family  b/get 

(Editorial  reprinted  from  Jme  Cleveland  Plain 
Deal/ 

At  one  time  or  anojmer  the  head  of  every 
prudent  family  trie/to  make  out  a  budget. 
He  or  she  first  w/es  down  the  amount  of 
income  the  fanyfy  can  reasonably  expect 
during  a  givenmeriod.  Against  that  there 
are  certain  ex/nses  which  must  be  met,  such 
as  rent  or  mortgage  payments,  taxes,  utili¬ 
ties,  food, /othing,  transportation,  and  in¬ 
surance.  / 

Too  often,  alas,  these  amounts  eat  up  all 
the  ai/cipated  income,  but  sometimes,  after 
the  /cessities  have  been  provided  for,  there 
is  /mething  left  over  for  other  things,  such 
a/entertainment,  vacation  trips,  n 9w  furni- 
ilire  and  so  on.  The  problem  then  is  to 
rdecide  which  of  thees  other  things  the  fam¬ 
ily  can  afford.  Obviously,  the'  family  can’t 
have  everything  it  wants  because  if  it  could 
there  would  be  no  budget  problem  to  worry 
about. 

But  the  leftwing  Democrats  who  are  com¬ 
plaining  that  President  Eisenhower’s  $77 
billion  budget  isn’t  big  enough  would  go 
about  things  in  a  different  way.  First  they 
would  list  everything  that  the  family  wants 
under  the  heading  of  necessities  and,  if  there 
wasn’t  enough  money  coming  in  to  pay  for 
them,  they  would  borrow  the  balance. 

That’s  what  has  been  done  all  too  often  in 
the  past,  so  that  the  Federal  debt  is  now 
above  $280  billion,  a  staggering  amount. 
But  the  people  who  have  loaned  this  money 
to  the  Government  expect  to  earn  interest 
on  it,  and  that  includes  holders  of  $25  U.S. 
savings  bonds,  as  well  as  the  banks  and 
insurance  companies  that  buy  larger 
amounts  of  Government  bonds  in  long-  and 
short-term  issues.  As  a  result,  interest  on 
the  Government  debt  is  one  of  the  big, 
irreducible  items  in  the  Federal  budget.  It 
amounted  to  $7%  bililon  this  year  and  will 
be  over  $8  billion  next  year. 

V  That  brings  us  to  the  spokesman  of  the 
Democratic  leftwingers,  the  Democratic  Ad- 
vi^Ty  Council.  It  complains  that  “the  only 
people  who  benefit  in  a  big  way  from  the 
new  Budget  are  those  who  have  money  and 
lend  it^to  the  Government.”  That’s  because 
the  Government  has  had  to  increase  its  in¬ 
terest  rat<\  in  order  to  induce  the  owners  of 
capital  to  \nd  it  to  the  Government.  If 
the  people  wm  have  money  to  lend  can  get 
better  interes\rates  elsewhere,  or  if  they 
fear  that  inflatnm  will  erode  the  value  of 
their  money  if  taey  put  it  in  Government 
bonds,  they  will  invest  in  something  else. 

As  Raymond  Molewpointed  out  in  a  col¬ 
umn  on  this  page,  tne  time  might  come 
when  the  Government  Nuldn’t  borrow  any 
more  money  to  finance  it^leficits.  Then  it 
would  have  to  resort  to  tlSt  printing  press 
and  runaway  inflation  would Ve  up  on  us. 

The  Democratic  Advisory  oommittee  is 
completely  oblivious  to  this  potential  disas¬ 
ter.  It  wants  the  GovernmentNfco  spend 
more,  to  borrow  more,  and  to  cut  \>wn  on 
interest  rates,  thus  leading  to  a  situation 
when  the  Government  could  no  longe^jor- 
row.  It’s  the  classic  road  to  ruin,  whether  it 
happens  to  your  family’s  budget  or  Nf 
Government’s.  \ 

(At  this  point  Mr.  Aliott  introduced 
a  bill,  which  appears  elsewhere  in  today’s 
Record  under  the  appropriate  heading.) 
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Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1959  and  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  bill  for  1960 — Continued 

CORPORATIONS  (TITLE  II) 


\  Agency  and  item 

Appropriations, 
1959  > 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1960 

Recommended 
by  House 
for  1960 

Amount  recom¬ 
mended  by 
Senate 

Conference 

allowance, 

/  1960 

Federal  Croivtnsurance  Corporation:  Administrative  and  operating  expenses. . 

Commodity  Crete  Corporation: 

Restoration  oreapital  impairment . . . . 

($2, 297,  000) 

($2, 330, 000) 

($2, 330, 000) 

($2,330,0(/f 

($2, 330, 000) 

1,  760,  399, 886 
($39,  600, 000) 

1, 535, 424, 413 
(45,  300,  000) 

1,  435,  424,  413 
(39,  600, 000) 

1, 435,  v/,  413 
(42/71,  000) 

1, 435,424,413 
(42,  000, 000) 

Total,  Commodrto  Credit  Corporation . — . . . 

Reimbursements  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  special  activities: 

International  Wheat  AWeement _ _ . _ — . 

Emergency  famine  reliefs^ . . .  _ _-i _ 

Sales  for  local  currencies  (Rjihlie  Law  480) _ 

Migratory  waterfowl  feed__\_ . . . . 

1,  760, 399, 886 

1, 535, 424, 413 

1, 435, 424,  413 

1,  /5, 424, 413 

1,  435,  424, 413 

80, 800, 000 
119,270, 000 
1, 033,  515, 000 
18,  506 
82,  250,  335 
19, 390, 100 
1,  510,  870 

63,875,000 
104,  508,  000 
968, 016,  000 
35, 000 
129, 000, 000 
1, 056,  500 
1,  607, 000 

63, 875, 000 
104,508, 000 
968,016,000. 

35, 00/ 
129, 000,  Qm) 
1, 056/00 
l,6/,000 

/  63, 875, 000 
/  104,  508, 000 

'  908,016,000 

35, 000 
129, 000, 000 
1,056,500 
1,607,000 

63, 875, 000 
104,  508,  000 
968, 016, 000 
35, 000 
129,000, 000 
1,056,500 

1, 607, 000 

Grading  and  classing  activities.!^ . . . . . . 

Total,  reimbursements  to  CCC  lor  special  activities _ _ 

Total,  Corporations _ _ A, . - . - . - 

1,  336,  754,  811 

1,  268, 097,  500 

1,26/097,500 

1, 268, 097, 500 

1, 268, 097, 500 

3,097,154,697 

2, 803, 521, 913 

2JTO3,  521, 913 

2,  703,  521,  913 

2, 703,  521, 913 

\  RELATED  AGENCIES  (TITLE  III)  / 

($2, 125, 000) 
(1,693,000) 

($2, 125,  m) 

($2,125,000) 

($2, 125, 000) 

($2, 125, 000) 

(3, 818, 000) 

(2,p5, 000) 

(2, 125, 000) 

(2, 125, 500) 

(2, 125,  000) 

Total,  titles  I  through  III . . ..N. - - - - 

‘  4, 813, 330, 350 

4,  (irf  364, 863 

3, 939, 165, 498 

3, 975, 774, 848 

3, 971, 362, 673 

\  Loan  authorizations  / 

Rural  Electrification  Administration:  \ 

$317, 000,  m 
67,  500(000 

$136, 000, 000 
79,  000,  000 

$136, 000, 000 
79, 000, 000 

$136, 000, 000 
79, 000, 000 

$136, 000, 000 
79, 000, 000 

384^00,  000 

215, 000, 000 

215, 000, 000 

215, 000, 000 

215, 000,  000 

Farmers  Home  Administration:  \ 

Farm  ownership . . . . . . 

Farm  operation  (production  and  subsistence) . . -\ 

Soil  and  water  conservation _ _ _ _ _ ! 

Total,  Farmers  Home  Administration . y 

/ 24,  000,  000 
/  180,  000,  000 
, /  5,  500,  000 

12,  000, 000 
160, 000, 000 
1, 000,  000 

24,  000,  000 
180,  000,  000 
2, 000,  000 

24, 000,  000 
180,  000,  000 
2, 000,  000 

24,  000,  000 
180,  000, 000 

2, 000, 000 

\  209,500,000 

173, 000,  000 

206, 000,  000 

206, 000, 000 

206,  000, 000 

>594,  000, 000 

388,000,000 

421,  000,  000 

421,  000,  000 

421,  000,  000 

P/rmanent  authorizations 


Agency  and  item  /  \ 

Authorizations,  1959 

Estimates,  1960 

Increase  or  decrease 

Agricultural  Research  Service:  /  \ 

Alterations  and  improvements,  Animal  Quarantine  Station?  Clifton,  N.J . . 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service:  /  \ 

Removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities . . . . . -V. 

Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  fund . _ _ _ _ A 

$30,000 

— $30, 000 

235, 936, 663 
675, 000 

$246, 000, 000 
685,000 

+10, 063, 337 
+10, 000 

\  236, 611, 663 

\  24, 453, 099 

246,  685, 000 
47, 630,  000 

+10, 073, 337 
+23,176,901 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service:  National  Wool  ./t . . . . . . . . 

\  261, 094, 762 

294,315,000 

+33, 220, 238 

>  Includes  all  adjustments  for  pay  act,  penalty  mail,  and  other  costs  covered  in  the 
Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1TO9. 

2  An  appropriation  of  $53,715,000  was  provided  for  1959.  Amount  reduced  by  trans¬ 
fers  to  other  activities  for  pay  increases  jed  penalty  mail  costs  as  provided  in  Second 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1950 


3  An  appropriation  of  $200,000)W)0  was  provided  for  1959.  Amount  reduced  by 
transfers  for  pay  costs,  penalty  ma\  and  other  costs  as  provided  in  Second  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1959.  \ 

1  Funds  requested  for  liquidation  merged  with  conservation  reserve  and  $600,000 
approved  by  conferees. 


CONSTRUCTION  AT  MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize  cer¬ 
tain  construction  at  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  pending  business  before 
the  Senate  is  the  military  construction 
authorization  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  inquiry? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield  to 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  there 
have  been  quite  a  few  inquiries  as  to 
how  much  more  debate  there  will  be. 


how  many  more  amendments  will  be 
offered,  and  whether  there  will  be  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 
I  think  we  should  have  a  yea-and-nay 
vote  on  passage  of  the  bill.  I  think  the 
committee  has  agreed  to  ask  for  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote.  I  do  not  believe  the 
amendments  will  require  yea  and  nay 
votes;  I  believe  they  can  be  disposed  of 
more  simply. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has 
some  very  pertinent  remarks  to  make. 
Perhaps  we  can  finish  the  debate  within 
an  hour,  or  slightly  more,  if  we  have 
relevant  comments. 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  yield 
to  me  so  that  I  may  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  passage  of  the  bill? 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
I  may  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  yeas 
and  nays  ordered,  without  losing  my 
right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STE1NNIS.  On  the  passage  of  the 
bill  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mi-.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  authorization  bill  for  military 
construction,  which  is  now  the  pending- 
business — may  not  ordinarily  be  thought 
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of  as  a  policy  bill,  but  those  who  have 
worked  with  the  bill  through  the  years 
have  come  to  realize  that  whether  we 
planned  it  that  way,  desired  it  that 
■way - 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order  in  the  Chamber? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order.  Conversations  will 
be  held  in  the  cloakrooms. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Will  the  Presiding 
Officer  insist  on  order,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  insist  on  order.  The  Senate 
will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  those  who  have  worked 
through  the  years  on  this  bill  have 
learned,  whether  we  wished  it  that  way 
or  willed  it  that  way,  that  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  for  military  construction  has 
become  a  policy  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  suspend.  The  Senate  will 
be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That 
fact  was  never  more  evident,  than  in  re¬ 
spect  to  our  work  upon  the  particular 
bill  now  before  the  Senate.  The  bill  is 
sizable  in  dollars,  containing  some  $1.2- 
billion-odd  in  authorizations,  but  it  is 
far  more  important  than  the  dollars 
when  we  came  to  consider  the  questions 
involved.  As  the  bill  came  to  us  from 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  as  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  installations  officers  of  the 
Defense  Department  it  called  for  aug¬ 
menting  the  authorization  for  the  Nike- 
Hercules  system  and  also  for  the 
Bomarc  system.  Both  of  these  are  terms 
which  are  applied  to  a  defense  missile 
system;  the  Nike-Hercules  being  the  rel¬ 
atively  short-range  missile  with  a  maxi¬ 
mum  effectiveness  of  80  miles,  and  the 
Bomarc  being  a  200-mile  defense  system 
in  its  initial  stage,  the  Bomarc-A,  or  up 
to  400  or  450  miles  in  the  second  gener¬ 
ation,  the  Bomarc-B  missile. 

Consideration  of  those  proposals  led 
the  committee,  as  has  already  been 
stated  on  the  floor  today,  to  propose  that 
we  deauthorize  some  prior  authorizations 
for  these  defense  weapons,  and  also  re¬ 
fuse  authorization  for  the  new,  until  the 
Defense  Department  has  come  up  with  a 
review  of  its  request.  That  resulted  in 
bringing  before  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  now  before  the  Senate,  two 
reports.  One  report  deals  with  the  items 
in  the  bill  exclusive  of  the  items  for  the 
defense  missile  systems.  The  second,  or 
the  supplementary  report,  deals  with 
those. 

During  the  early  part  of  the  debate  we 
had  considerable  discussion  of  this  mat¬ 
ter,  and  I  shall  not  go  into  any  extended 
review  of  the  bill  or  even  of  these  sys¬ 
tems,  but  I  should  like  to  emphasize  a  few 
points. 

The  bill  is  noteworthy  not  only  for  its 
treatment  of  the  Nike-Hercules  and  Bo¬ 
marc  questions,  but  also  for  the  cur¬ 
tailment  of  the  hospital  program,  for  the 
committee  recommended  that  certain 
hospitals  not  be  authorized  and,  further, 
that  the  Defense  Department  seek  to 


bring  its  estimates  into  line.  We  found 
too  much  variation  between  costs  at  hos¬ 
pitals  recommended  by  one  service  and 
another  service,  and  too  much  difference 
between  hospital  costs  per  bed  in  the 
service  hospitals  and  costs  per  bed  found 
in  the  civilian  economy. 

The  bill  is  notable  also  for  what  it 
does  in  the  field  of  military  housing,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  so-called  Capehart  housing 
program,  on  which  I  shall  say  more  a 
little  later. 

The  bill  is  noteworthy  also  because  it 
proposes  to  create  authority  for  a  Norad 
headquarters.  Many  Members  of  the 
Congress  have  visited  the  SAC  head¬ 
quarters  at  Offutt  Air  Force  Base, 
Omaha,  but  few  Members  have  visited 
the  Norad  headquarters,  or  the  North 
American  Air  Defense  Command  head¬ 
quarters,  at  Colorado  Springs,  Colo. 
Those  who  have  visited  the  headquarters 
have  been  struck  by  the  disparity  be¬ 
tween  the  facilities  afforded  for  the  Air 
Defense  Command  headquarters  as  com¬ 
pared  with  those  afforded  for  SAC  head¬ 
quarters. 

The  bill  is  also  noteworthy  for  what  it 
does  in  regard  to  the  reserve  program. 
We  have  spelled  out  certain  recom¬ 
mendations  for  National  Guard  armories, 
and  I  think  we  have  set  up  some  land¬ 
marks  which  will  be  helpful  to  every 
Member  of  Congress  in  answering  in¬ 
quiries  he  receives  from  his  home  State 
in  this  regard. 

Mi-.  President,  I  should  like  to  say  a 
few  words  about  the  so-called  master 
plan,  the  revised  plan  for  the  defense 
missiles  systems,  Nike-Hercules  and  Bo¬ 
marc.  Our  committee  report  says : 

In  accepting  the  revised  plan  and  amend¬ 
ing  the  bill  accordingly,  the  committee  does 
so  with  some  deference  to  the  review  that 
was  made.  However,  the  committee  still  has 
some  reservations  about  the  premises  and 
philosophy  employed  in  the  plan. 

At  that  point  I  should  say  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  has  some  very 
definite  reservations  about  the  premises 
and  philosophy  employed  in  the  plan. 

I  certainly  agree  with  the  following 
sentence  in  our  committee  report: 

The  committee  questions  whether  too 
much  reliance  is  being  placed  upon  defense 
as  compared  to  sharpening  our  offense  with 
modernization  of  the  Army,  the  fleet,  or 
perhaps  more  emphasis  on  manned  inter¬ 
ceptors. 

The  report  further  states: 

The  committee  expects  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  to 
again  carefully  review  the  proposed  program 
before  construction  is  begun  on  new  sites. 

To  make  certain  that  there  would  be 
further  review,  we  wrote  into  the  bill 
a  new  section,  section  418,  which  re¬ 
quires  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  make 
certain  reviews,  and  in  those  reviews  to 
give  us  the  assurance  that  the-  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  are  satisfied  with  cer¬ 
tain  aspects  of  the  revised  program. 

It  is  my  personal  opinion  that  the 
committee  was  abundantly  justified  in 
accepting  a  plan  which  will  save  $1,400,- 
000,000  over  the  next  several  years,  but 
we  might  have  gone  further,  I  think,  and 
deauthorized  some  of  the  prior  authori¬ 
zations  for  certain  defense  weapon  in¬ 
stallations.  The  reason  is  this:  No  pro¬ 


gram  suggested  to  the  committee  pro¬ 
posed  placing  either  Nike-Hercules  or  a 
Bomarc  system  in  sufficient  numbers  to 
cover  all  the  important  targets  in  the 
United  States.  The  result  is  that  a  rel¬ 
atively  few  points  would  have  a  point 
defense  system.  A  few  areas  would  have 
an  area  defense  system,  but  there  would 
be  left  unprotected  a  sufficient  number 
of  targets  so  that  an  incoming  group  of 
enemy  bombers,  if  they  did  not  want  to 
strike  at  one  of  the  defended  systems 
could  easily  find  an  alternate  target  of 
almost  equal  attractiveness.  That  would 
simply  mean  that  if  we  assume  that 
either  Nike-Hercules  or  Bomarc  would 
be  100  percent  effective — which,  paren¬ 
thetically,  I  say  is  a  considerable  as¬ 
sumption — or  that  they  would  be  any¬ 
where  near  100  percent  effective,  there 
would  be  still  left  enough  alternate  tar¬ 
gets  so  that  an  incoming  bomber  could 
find  another  target  beyond  the  range  of 
either  of  these  defense  systems. 

That  would  mean  that  the  major  de¬ 
fense  reliance,  if  we  were  to  stop  an  in¬ 
coming  bomber,  would  have  to  go  to  the 
interceptors  or  fighters,  which  have  con¬ 
siderably  more  range  and  much  more 
flexibility.  That  is  why  I,  for  one,  strong¬ 
ly  emphasize  the  suggestion  in  the 
report  that — 

The  committee  questions  whether  too 
much  reliance  is  being  placed  upon  defense 
as  compared  to  sharpening  our  offense  with 
modernization  of  the  Army,  the  fleet,  and 
perhaps  more  emphasis  on  manned  inter¬ 
ceptors. 

The  opinion  has  been  expressed  by 
Senators  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and 
by  others,  that  a  good  defense  system  is 
in  itself  a  powerful  deterrent.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  takes  little  com¬ 
fort  in  any  such  hope.  Personally,  I  do 
not  believe  that  the  Soviets,  or  any  other 
possible  adversary,  would  be  too  greatly 
concerned  about  what  we  might  do  if 
they  once  got  bombers  into  the  country. 
The  capabilities  which  we  are  demon¬ 
strating  with  such  techniques  as  the 
Hound  Dog,  in  which  a  bomber  car¬ 
ries  piggyback  a  missile  that  can  be 
launched  several  hundred  miles  from  the 
target,  means  that  the  enemy  bomber 
could  stand  off  a  considerable  distance 
and  lob  in  its  missiles,  beyond  the  range 
of  the  defense  systems  such  as  Nike- 
Hercules  or  Bomarc. 

When  I  think  of  that  situation,  I  am 
reminded  of  an  actual  occurrence  in  my 
State  some  years  ago.  A  man  was  on  trial 
for  a -particularly  heinous  or  aggravated 
sort  of  crime.  The  prosecution  was  rely¬ 
ing  very  heavily  on  the  fact  that  some 
bloodhounds  had  been  used  to  follow  the 
trail  right  to  the  very  door  of  the  man 
who  was  accused  of  the  crime. 

The  defense  attorney  placed  on.  the 
stand  the  man  who  had  the  bloodhounds 
in  charge  and  asked  him  how  he  could 
be  sure  that  the  bloodhounds  had  trailed 
the  man  to  his  own  door.  The  man  who 
had  the  bloodhounds  testified  that  they 
had  gone  right  to  the  door  and  placed 
their  paws  on  the  very  door  of  the  man 
who  had  been  accused. 

The  defense  attorney  asked  him, 
“Don't  you  know  that  this  man  has  a 
wife  and  two  lovely  little  girls?  Weren’t 
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you  afraid  that,  with  the  bloodhounds 
putting  their  paws  on  the  door,  the 
family  might  think  that  there  was  some¬ 
one  knocking  at  the  door  and  open  the 
door,  permitting  the  bloodhounds  to  burst 
in  on  the  wife  and  little  girls?” 

The  man  in  charge  of  the  bloodhounds 
said,  “They  couldn’t.” 

The  defense  attorney  asked,  “Why 
not?” 

The  witness  replied,  “I  had  them  on  a 
leash.” 

Then  the  defense  attorney  said,  “You 
led  them  there,  didn’t  you?” 

Of  course,  the  case  fell  pretty  flat,  be¬ 
cause  it  was  obvious  that,  with  the  blood¬ 
hounds  on  a  leash,  they  went  where  the 
man  took  them. 

There  is  no  certainty  that  any  incom¬ 
ing  planes  would  go  to  the  point  where 
we  might  have  a  Nike-Hercules  or  Bo- 
marc,  unless  we  had  them  on  a  leash. 
They  would  use  alternate  targets,  or 
stand  outside  the  range  and  lob  their 
missiles  into  the  Nike-Hercules  or 
Bomarc  area. 

So  I  say  that  any  reliance  upon  de¬ 
fense  as  deterrent  does  not  register  very 
heavily  with  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  I  do  not  believe  the  enemy 
wouldbe  deterred  by  an  incomplete  and 
scattered  presentation  of  fixed  anti¬ 
plane  weapons.  If  they  are  tied  down, 
they  are  tied  down,  and  incoming  bomb¬ 
ers  would  simply  go  to  other  places,  or 
stand  off  and  lob  their  missiles  in. 

So  our  primary  deterrent  reliance  must 
still  be  in  a  capable  offense.  That  means 
strategic  bombers  and  medium-range 
bombers,  if  they  are  so  placed  that  they 
can  go  to  the  targets  on  their  own,  or 
if  they  can  be  refueled  and  get  to  the 
targets;  it  means  reliance  on  the  offen¬ 
sive  striking  capability  of  carriers  or 
carrier-based  aircraft. 

Perhaps  the  greatest  hope  right  now 
for  strengthening  our  offense  is  the  rapid 
development  of  the  Polaris,  tied  to 
atomic -powered  submarines.  I,  for  one, 
would  not  want  the  Record  to  indicate 
that  I  believe  that  even  with  the  so- 
called  revised  master  plan,  we  are  ac¬ 
complishing  very  much  in  the  way  of 
deterrence,  or  even  of  defense.  It  there¬ 
fore  becomes  of  interest  to  everyone  who 
wants  the  security  of  the  United  States 
to  be  improved,  strengthened,  and  main¬ 
tained,  that  we.  insure  the  capability  of 
our  striking  arms.  If  we  take  note  of  the 
testimony  of  the  past  week  before  an¬ 
other  committee  of  the  Congress,  it  must 
become  apparent  to  anyone  that  the 
world  is  approaching  a  situation  in  which 
any  launching  of  a  nuclear  war  may 
bring  destruction  for  both  the  so-called 
victor  and  the  vanquished. 

President  Eisenhower  has  said  on  var- 
-  ious  occasions  that  in  the  next  war  the 
only  difference  between  the  victor  ahd 
the  vanquished  would  be  in  the  degree 
of  destruction.  That  being  so,  we  are 
well  advised  to  bend  every  effort  to  try 
to  find  some  solution  for  the  problems 
of  the  world  at  conference  tables,  rather 
than  through  the  arbitrament  of  a  nu¬ 
clear  war. 

I  wish  to  direct  attention  to  two  or 
three  specific  things  in  the  bill.  In  the 
report  on  the  House  bill,  as  it  was  orig¬ 
inally  presented,  to  accompany  House 


bill  5674,  at  page  9  we  find  a  paragraph 
on  the  Naval  Air  Station  at  Rota,  Spain. 
The  paragraph  reads : 

The  committee  has  deleted  from  the  bill 
an  authorization  request  for  operational  fa¬ 
cilities  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain, 
in  the  amount  of  $11,934,000.  If  granted, 
this  authorization  would  permit  the  dredg¬ 
ing  of  Rota  Harbor  to  a  depth  of  40  feet 
for  the  purpose  of  permitting  large  tankers 
and  certain  carriers  to  go  alongside  a  pier. 
Considerable  sums  have  been  previously  au¬ 
thorized  and  obligated  for  facilities  at  this 
naval  air  station,  including  dredging  the 
harbor  to  a  depth  of  35  feet.  After  care¬ 
fully  considering  testimony  and  other  data 
relating  to  this  project,  the  committee  is  of 
the  opinion  that  it  does  not  have  the  pri¬ 
ority  of  others  that  are  being  deferred. 
Present  faculties  are  sufficient  to  accom¬ 
modate  large  tankers.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  funds  required  to  accomplish 
this  dredging  might  better  be  used  for  mod¬ 
ernizing  the  fleet  and  other  high  priority 
requirements. 

The  committee  wrote  and  endorsed 
that  paragraph  because  we  had  heard 
Admiral  Burke  and  others  testify  that 
there  was  a  great  need  for  improvements 
in  the  existing  fleet.  We  also  heard,  and 
I  think  with  some  regret,  that  the  plans 
for  a  new  aircraft  carrier  called  for  it 
to  be  powered  with  conventional  engines. 
I  myself  feel  that  if  we  are  to  build  an¬ 
other  carrier,  we  ought  to  go  the  full  road 
and  provide  nuclear  power  for  it.  It  will 
take  3  or  4  years  to  build  it.  When  it  is 
finished,  I  do  not  want  it  to  be  obsolete. 
Pom*  years  from  now  a  new  carrier  con¬ 
ventionally  powered  will  be,  if  not  obso¬ 
lete,  certainly  at  a  great  disadvantage. 
The  increasing  speed  of  submarines  and 
the  very  large  number  of  submarines 
which  the  Soviet  Union  has  suggest  that 
a  conventionally  powered  carrier  will  be 
at  a  great  disadvantage  5  years  from  to¬ 
day.  If  we  are  to  build  a  new  carrier, 
I  hope  we  will  have  enough  courage  and 
can  find  the  funds  to  provide  for  equip¬ 
ping  it  with  nuclear  power,  so  that  it  will 
have  speed  and  endurance  on  the  ocean 
and  can  stay  out  for  long  enough  periods 
of  time  to  give  it  a  chance  to  perform  the 
missions  it  should  perform. 

So  when  we  were  evaluating  priorities, 
we  deleted  the  Rota  Harbor  item.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Navy  made  a  second  request 
for  it.  They  interviewed  members  of 
the  committee  personally.  When  we  got 
down  to  brass  tacks,  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  asked  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  to  look  into  the  mat¬ 
ter  when  I  was  in  Europe.  I  was  there 
for  the  purpose  of  attending  the  Inter¬ 
parliamentary  Union.  I  was  able  to  get 
away  after  the  committee  sessions  had 
concluded  and  went  to  Spain  to  make 
some  inquiries.  I  talked  with  the  captain 
who  has  charge  of  naval  construction.  I 
talked  with  some  of  the  Air  Force  per¬ 
sonnel  who  will  have  the  benefit  of  the 
petroleum  fuel  supplies  which  would 
come  in  through  Rota  Harbor.  I  found 
they  had  already  been  getting  supplies 
from  some  of  the  large  tankers  having 
a  draft  of  about  37  feet.  So  the  com¬ 
mittee  decided  to  delay  the  item. 

However,  upon  further  presentation 
by  the  Navy,  and  particularly  based  on 
them  plea  to  have  the  harbor  developed 
so  that  some  of  the  new  class  carriers 


could  enter,  the  committee  restored  the 
item  in  the  amount  of  $5,400,000.  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Navy,  after  reviewing 
the  whole  situation  and  talking  with  us, 
decided  they  could  do  the  job  for 
$5,400,000,  because  the  carrier  would  not 
come  in  very  often,  and  this  amount  will 
provide  a  channel  which  will  enable  the 
carrier  to  come  alongside  the  pier.  The 
new  proposal  merely  eliminates  a  turn¬ 
around  basin  which  would  have  been 
installed  at  the  end  of  the  harbor.  Since 
the  carriers  come  in  very  infrequently, 
it  was  felt  that  they  could  back  out 
without  too  much  difficulty. 

This  provision  makes  it  possible  for 
the  bill  to  represent  a  saving  of 
$6,500,000  as  compared  with  the  original 
estimate. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  briefly,  so  that  I  may 
comment  on  the  Rota  Harbor  matter? 
I  should  like  to  have  my  remarks  on 
that  item  appear  following  the  remarks 
of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  point  out  a  very 
signal  service  which  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  has  rendered  to 
the  Senate,  to  Congress,  and  to  the 
Navy,  too,  with  reference  to  his  devel¬ 
opment  of  facts  and  his  inquiries  con¬ 
cerning  the  harbor  at  Rota.  Originally, 
the  item  provided  $11.9  million  as  the 
amount  necessary  to  make  that  harbor 
serviceable  for  the  carriers  and  the 
tankers.  The  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  went  to  Europe  to  attend  the 
NATO  Conference. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  In¬ 
terparliamentary  Union. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  He  was  advertised  be¬ 
fore  the  Nation  as  having  gone  to  Eur¬ 
ope  for  an  Easter  vacation.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  he  was  in  Europe  on  official 
business  and  while  there  had  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  look  into  this  matter. 
Directly  due  to  his  views  and  sugges¬ 
tions  concerning  another  way  to  use  the 
harbor,  the  Navy  cooperated.  Now,  in¬ 
stead  of  having  a  recommendation  of 
$11.9  million,  the  amount  is  $5.4  mil¬ 
lion.  All  the  essential  services  will  be 
carried  out  under  the  $5.4  million  plan. 
So  a  saving  of  $6.5  million  has  been 
effected.  This  is  not  only  an  illustra¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator’s  fine  service  in  his 
capacity  as  a  Member  of  this  body;  it 
also  illustrates  the  value  and  the  wis¬ 
dom  of  checking,  rechecking,  and 
getting  new  viewpoints  and  additional 
facts  in  order  to  pass  upon  a  matter.  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  very  highly.  It  is  due  particularly 
to  his  work  that  this  saving  was  made, 
and  the  Navy  was  willing  to  cooperate. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  deeply 
appreciate  the  remarks  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Mississippi.  In 
all  fairness,  I  should  say,  however,  that 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  himself 
was  in  the  area  of  Rota  Harbor  a  year 
earlier.  I  think  some  doubts  entered 
his  mind  at  that  time  about  the  rather 
grand  scheme  which  he  thought  was 
evolving  for  Rota  Harbor,  so  he  sug¬ 
gested  to  me  that  I  look  into  the  mat¬ 
ter.  Therefore,  the  credit  certainly  ex¬ 
tends  to  the  Senator  from  Mississippi, 
if  any  credit  is  due  anywhere. 
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The  next  item,  to  which  I  call  attention 
is  the  Air  Force  Academy  item.  The 
committee,  in  its  basic  report,  at  page 
10,  said: 

The  committee  is  greatly  concerned  over 
many  aspects  of  the  construction  program 
at  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy  in  Colorado 
Springs,  Colo. 

The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  in  a  report  dated  April  1959,  states 
that  the  original  authorization  of  $139  mil¬ 
lion  will  have  been  expanded  without  specific 
authority  from  Congress  to  $269  million. 
This  seems  to  be  a  disregard  of  congressional 
authority. 

The  committee  took  considerable 
testimony  on  that  point. 

We  were  disturbed  by  the  evidence 
that  there  is  being  expended  or  has  been 
obligated  $269  million  for  the  Air  Force 
Academy,  whereas  the  original  author¬ 
ization  came  to  about  $139  million,  so  the 
expenditure  is  practically  double  what 
*the  legislative  authorization  was  for  the 
Air  Force  Academy. 

We  had  hearings  with  some  of  the 
representative  of  the  Air  Force  on  the 
matter.  The  precise  legal  authority  may 
be  a  little  cloudy,  but  it  seems  that  the 
position  of  the  Air  Force  is  that  the 
original  authorization  related  to  land 
and  structural  facilities;  that  the  au¬ 
thority  for  the  equipment  and  some  of 
the  interior  features  of  the  buildings, 
they  hold,  derived  from  other  authority 
in  general  legislation. 

Regardless  of  that,  I  am  certain  it  is 
shocking  to  anyone  who  has  followed  the 
history  of  the  Air  Force  Academy  to 
find  that  we  are  spending  some  $269 
million  whereas  only  $139  million  had 
been  set  forth  in  express  authority.  Be¬ 
cause  of  that,  the  committee  considered 
an  amendment,  and  I  have  -been  au¬ 
thorized  to  present  it.  I  think  it  was  un¬ 
derstood  that  this  would  be  considered 
as  a  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  We  had  that  under  consideration, 
and  it  has  the  approval  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  I  am  sure  it  was  considered  by 
some  of  the  members  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  shall 
read  it,  but  I  shall  not  call  it  up  until  I 
have  concluded  my  remarks.  On  page 
40,  after  line  24,  it  is  proposed  to  insert: 

Sec.  307.  Except  as  specifically  authorized 
by  legislation  hereafter  enacted,  no  contract 
shall  be  entered  into  by  the  Department  of 
the  Air  Force  or  the  Air  Force  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  act  for  (1)  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  any  interest  in  real  property,  (2)  the 
grading,  landscaping,  or  improvement  of  any 
real  property,  or  (3)  the  construction  of  any 
structure  or  facility  at,  or  in  connection 
with,  the  Air  Force  Academy  if  that  con¬ 
tract  provides  for  the  expenditure  of  any 
amount  in  excess  of  $25,000. 

I  send  the  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
shall  call  it  up  later. 

The  next  item  to  which  I  wish  to  call 
specific  attention  is  the  housing  pro¬ 
gram.  As  has  been  pointed  out,  the  bill 
contemplates  the  continuation  of  the  so- 
called  Capehart  housing  program.  To¬ 
day,  we  understand,  is  the  last  day  on 
which  the  President  might  sign  the 
housing  bill  now  before  him.  I  have  not 
been  advised  whether  he  will  sign  it  or 
veto  it.  But  if  he  were  going  to  sign  it. 


I  assume  it  might  have  been  signed  prior 
to  this  late  hour  on  this  day. 

In  any  event,  in  order  to  insure  that 
there  be  no  interruption  in  the  Capehart 
housing  program,  the  committee  has  au¬ 
thorized  me  to  present  an  amendment 
the  purpose  of  which  is  to  extend  that 
program.  The  amendment  would  ex¬ 
tend  the  provisions  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  which  are  embraced  in  sec¬ 
tion  803.  Section  803  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  closes  with  this  proviso: 

Provided  further,  That  no  mortgage  shall 
be  insured  under  this  title  after  June  30, 
1959,  except  pursuant  to  a  commitment  to 
insure  issued  before  such  date. 

The  language  we  propose  in  the 
amendment  changes  the  proviso  to  read: 

No  more  mortgages  shall  be  insured  under 
this  title  after  September  30,  1960,  except 
pursuant  to  a  commitment  to  insure  before 
such  date,  and  not  more  than  20,000  family 
housing  units  shall  be  contracted  for  after 
June  30,  1959,  pursuant  to  any  mortgage  in¬ 
sured  under  section  803  of  this  title  after 
such  date. 

Then  there  is  another  paragraph, 
which  I  shall  not  take  the  time  to  read; 
but  it  reinforces  the  20,000-unit  limita¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  ear¬ 
lier  today,  in  my  colloquy  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi,  I  referred  to  sec¬ 
tion  809  housing.  I  said  that  section 
809  is  badly  needed  around  the  research 
and  development  installations.  At  that 
time  I  had  not  seen  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment.  Shortly  afterward,  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  showed  me  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment;  and  I  noted  that  sec¬ 
tion  809  housing  is  covered. 

I  understand  that  what  ihe  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  has  done  is  to  in¬ 
clude  a  provision  which  will  continue 
what  is  popularly  known  as  Capehart 
housing — that  is  to  say,  housing  under 
section  803  of  the  Housing  Act — and  also 
section  809  housing,  which  is  the  housing 
around  research  and  development  instal¬ 
lations. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  is  correct. 

Let  me  reread  the  proviso  which  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  amendment. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  heard  the  Sena¬ 
tor  read  it  a  few  minutes  ago,  and  I 
notice  that  in  it  he  continued  the  pro¬ 
viso  that  not  more  than  20,000  units  shall 
be  built  under  section  803,  which  is  the 
section  which  deals  with  Capehart  hous¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes;  but 
it  extends  the  life  of  the  title  until  Sep¬ 
tember  30,  1960;  and  the  title  of  the 
Housing  Act  embraces  both  section  803 
and  section  809. 

So  the  housing  in  the  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  areas,  under  section  809,  would 
also  be  extended,  under  the  proposed 
language.  But  the  20,000-unit  limitation 
will  apply  specifically  to  the  Capehart 
housing,  which  comes  under  section  803 
of  that  title. 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  is  of  the 
opinion  that  there  is  a  continuing  need 
for  military  housing  to  be  constructed 


under  the  Capehart  housing  provisions; 
and  in  the  pending  measure  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  authorized  a  total  of  23,821  units. 

I  hope  the  Department  has  the  same 
doubts  as  to  the  firmness  of  many  of 
those  requirements.  It  is  desired  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  carefully  re¬ 
view  this  program,  to  assure  that  only 
the  essential  requirements  are  met — giv¬ 
ing  preference  only  to  those  of  the  most 
urgent  nature. 

Therefore  the  committee  has  so 
phrased  the  proviso  that  the  20,000  units 
would  be  all  that  could  be  contracted  for 
under  this  extension,  and  the  committee 
assumes  that  the  Department  of  Defense 
will  use  those  20,000  units  in  stations  of 
the  highest  priority  among  those  that 
are  authorized. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
to  me? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  What  criteria  are 
sought  to  be  applied  in  determining  the 
priority? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  every  installation  where  Cape¬ 
hart  housing  is  proposed,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  sets  up  its  estimate  of 
requirements  for  the  mission  of  the  sta¬ 
tion.  Then  it  determines  how  many 
can  be  taken  care  of  by  any  existing 
units  which  are  not  substandard.  It  may 
take  into  account  substandard  housing 
units  which  may  be  built  up  to  a  proper 
standard.  It  also  takes  into  considera¬ 
tion  those  that  can  be  provided  by  the 
local  economy.  Where  there  is  the 
greatest  deficiency  and  when  there  is  no 
prospect  that  the  necessary  housing  will 
be  provided  by  the  local  economy,  the 
Capehart  provision  will  provide  for 
housing  up  to  the  20,000-unit  total  limi¬ 
tation. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  assume  the  De¬ 
partment  will  take  into  consideration 
the  continuing  activities  on  any  base. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct.  In  fact,  the  base  is  required  to 
have  a  certification  that  it  is  of  a  per¬ 
manent  character,  before  any  such 
housing  is  authorized. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  understand.  But 
suppose  a  base  should,  in  the  judgment 
of  the  military,  be  reduced  in  the  fu¬ 
ture — knowledge  which  only  the  mili¬ 
tary  might  have  earlier.  Would  that  be 
taken  into  consideration? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  If  in  the 
planning  the  Department  of  Defense 
contemplated  a  reduction  in  the  number 
of  men  at  a  base,  I  am  sure  that  fact 
would  be  reflected  in  its  proposals  for 
additional  housing. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  this  measure  is  acted  on  by  the 
Senate,  I  should  like  to  state  that,  as 
I  indicated  in  the  remarks  I  made 
earlier  today,  I  have  some  question  as 
to  the  propriety  of  the  action  proposed, 
because  both  section  803  housing  and 
section  809  housing  constitute  programs 
provided  for  under  the  National  Hous¬ 
ing  Act.  That  act,  from  its  very  in¬ 
ception  in  1934,  came  within  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  so  did  all  the  amendments 
to  it.  I  do  not  believe  it  was  ever  sup¬ 
posed  that  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
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mittee  or  any  other  committee  except 
the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee 
would  assume  jurisdiction  of  that  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  do  not  make  that  statement  only 
because  I  am  interested  in  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee.  But  I  think  we  had  better 
proceed  in  an  orderly  fashion,  and  I 
believe  we  should  observe  the  guidelines 
which  have  been  established  for  the 
handling  of  such  legislation. 

Housing  is  a  complicated  subject. 
The  entire  PHA  insurance  program  is 
complicated,  and  fits  together  like  the 
pieces  of  a  jig-saw  puzzle.  We  do  not 
profit  by  having  one  part  of  the  hous¬ 
ing  program  in  the  jurisdiction  of  one 
committee  and  another  part  of  the 
housing  program  in  the  jurisdiction  of 
another  committee. 

I  have  stated  many  times,  both  here 
on  the  floor  and  to  other  Senators,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Senator  from  Mississippi, 
that,  certainly,  housing  for  military 
personnel,  to  be  built  with  appropriated 
funds,  should  be  handled  by  the  Armed 
Services  Committee.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  question  about  that. 

But  when  it  comes  to  an  FHA  insured 
program,  I  think  it  should  be  handled 
by  the  committee  which  has  handled 
such  measures  for  the  last  25  years. 

I  recognize  the  urgency  of  the  occa¬ 
sion.  That  is  what  prompts  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  I  understand,  to 
propose  this  action,  and  it  is  what 
prompted  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  be  willing  to  go  along  with  it, 
and  certainly  it  is  what  makes  me  re¬ 
luctant  to  protest  about  it. 

The  military  housing  progratp  is  about 
to  expire.  Section  809  housing  will  ex¬ 
pire  at  midnight  tonight. 

I  happen  to  know  that  various  places 
in  the  country  need  section  809  housing. 
Today,  I  received  a  long-distance  tele¬ 
phone  call  in  regard  to  a  military  in¬ 
stallation.  There  had  been  a  transfer  of 
military  personnel;  and  this  situation 
is  one  of  those  in  which  the  FHA  nor¬ 
mally  will  not  participate.  The  FHA 
issues  commitments  based  upon  what  it 
calls  economic  soundness;  and  the  FHA 
measures  the  expected  growth  of  the 
community  separate  and  apart  from 
military  installations.  Therefore,  the 
FHA  will  not  issue  commitments  for 
those  who  are  moving  in,  in  the  case  to 
which  I  refer,  which  involves  a  great 
number  of  persons.  The  only  way  they 
can  obtain  housing  is  through  the  sec¬ 
tion  809  program  or  a  similar  one. 

J  felt  very  badly  to  have  to  tell  the 
mayor  of  that  city  that  section  809  will 
expire  at  midnight  tonight,  unless  the 
President  signs  the  housing  bill.  I  made 
clear  to  the  mayor  that  I  was  not  sure 
whether  his  city  would  be  able  to  qualify 
under  that  measure,  even  if  the  Presi¬ 
dent  did  sign  it,  because  the  Department 
of  Defense  has  to  declare  the  installation 
to  be  of  the  type  that  is  supposed  to  re¬ 
ceive  such  help. 

At  any  rate,  there  Is  an  urgent  situa¬ 
tion,  and  in  view  of  that,  I  shall  not  offer 
any  protest. 

I  have  consulted  with  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota;  and  I  made  to  him  a 
suggestion  with  reference  to  the  change 


which  has  been  made  in  the  amendment. 
I  am  willing  to  see  this  measure  go 
through. 

Let  me  say,  further,  that  I  hope  this 
action  will  not  be  regarded  as  establish¬ 
ing  a  precedent.  As  I  said  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi,  if  the  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  Committee  would  take  over  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  measures  providing 
housing  for  military  installations,  on 
an  appropriated  basis,  that  is  what  I 
should  like  to  see  done.  I  think  that 
would  result  in  more  housing  for  less 
money;  and  of  course  I  would  be  willing 
to  have  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
take  over  that  field,  and  relieve  our  com¬ 
mittee  of  that  responsibility. 

But  so  long  as  the  program  is  tied  in 
with  the  FHA  insurance  programs,  I 
believe  it  belongs  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  committee  which  has  jurisdiction 
of  other  FHA  insurance  programs — 
namely,  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee. 

Although  I  am  not  protesting  at  this 
time,  I  want  it  to  be  understood  that  I 
certainly  hope  this  action  will  not  be 
regarded  as  establishing  a  precedent. 

Furthermore,  when  the  President 
signs  the  housing  bill,  which  now  is  on 
his  desk, — and  he  has  several  more  days 
in  which  he  can  sign  it — I  assume  the 
provision  will  be  dropped  in  conference, 
because  in  the  housing  bill  there  is  a 
provision  very  similar  to  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

With  that  explanation,  I  certainly  will 
not  lodge  any  protest. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  express  my  appreciation 
for  the  very  fine  cooperation  of  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  and  his  commit¬ 
tee  ;  and  I  wish  to  state  that  we  certainly 
do  not  regard  this  case  as  a  precedent, 
and  we  are  not  changing  the  policy 
which  his  committee  has  established, 
and  in  this  measure  we  are  not  chang¬ 
ing  this  law.  We  are  simply  continuing 
its  breadth  for  this  limited  time,  due  to 
this  emergency.  If  the  emergency  dis¬ 
appears,  we  shall  drop  the  matter  in 
conference,  as  we  planned,  except  for 
the  20,000-unit  limitation. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I,  too,  wish  to  express  to  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  my  appreciation 
for  his  understanding  attitude.  There  is 
no  desire  on  the  part  of  our  committee 
to  take  over  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee.  We 
do  have  the  responsibility  of  authorizing 
such  housing  construction  as  is  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  Defense  Establishment. 

If  there  were  to  be  no  Capehart  hous¬ 
ing  program,  we  would  face  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  authorizing  some  housing  di¬ 
rectly  by  appropriated  funds,  in  view  of 
the  situation  which  has  been  set  forth. 
We  had  the  choice  either  of  doing  that  or 
of  assuring  that  the  Capehart  program 
would  be  extended.  The  committee, 
consistent  with  the  attitude  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  approving  the  Capehart  program, 
felt  we  should  insure  its  continuance  by 
the  inclusion  of  this  provision. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  hope  the  committee  on 
which  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  and 


the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  serve 
will  take  a  good  look  at  the  military 
housing  program,  with  the  thought  in 
mind  that  it  would  be  far  wiser  to  provide 
for  it  out  of  appropriated  funds. 

As  a  member  of  the  Housing  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency,  each  year  it  has  seemed  to  me 
that  it  was  the  obligation  of  the  Military 
Establishment  to  provide  housing  for 
military  personnel  in  and  about  bases, 
and  that  such  a  program  should  not  be 
mixed  up  with  the  FHA  and  the  VA  pro¬ 
grams,  where  we  get  into  problems  of 
priorities,  special  assistance  funds,  bond 
markets,  and  the  availability  of  credit. 
But  this  affects  a  need  for  soldiers,  sail¬ 
ors,  and  marines  of  the  United  States  at 
our  military  installations. 

I  hope  the  committee  will  take  another 
look  at  the  question  and  see  whether 
such  housing  should  not  be  provided  with 
appropriated  funds.  I  should  like  to  an¬ 
nounce  my  complete  agreement  with  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
on  that  point. 

Mr.  CAFEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mi*.  CAPEHART.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi,  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  and  the  chairman  of 
the  Housing  Subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency  [Mr. 
Sparkman]  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  for  the  broadminded 
way  in  which  they  have  handled  this 
whole  matter.  I  think  it  shows  a  fine 
spirit.  I  know  everybody  connected  with 
the  project  will  appreciate  their  atti¬ 
tude  very  much. 

One  of  the  biggest  problems  facing 
the  military  for  many  years  has  been 
the  problem  of  housing  its  personnel. 
When  I  was  in  World  War  I,  40-odd 
years  ago,  I  think  75  or  80  percent  of 
those  in  the  Armed  Forces  were  single, 
and  20  or  25  percent  were  married. 
Today,  the  situation  is  reversed.  About 
75  percent  of  the  military  personnel  are 
married,  and  about  25  percent  are  single. 

The  military  has  faced  the  problem  of 
having  men  reenlist  so  that  there  could 
be  maintained  what  we  call  a  profes¬ 
sional  Army.  One  of  the  problems  in¬ 
volved  was  that  a  boy  could  serve  3  years 
or  longer,  but  he  could  never  find  a 
decent  place  in  which  to  house  his  fam¬ 
ily.  However,  if  he  left  the  service,  the 
next  day  he  could  go  to  the  Veterans’ 
Administration,  and  arrange  to  buy  a 
house  for  “X”  amount  of  money,  with¬ 
out  any  downpayment,  and  pay  for  it 
over  a  period  of  30  or  35  years.  If  he 
stayed  in  the  Army,  he  could  not  find  a 
decent  place  in  which  to  house  his 
family. 

Nobody  is  to  blame  for  that  situation. 
It  would  be  necessary  to  appropriate 
billions  of  dollars  to  provide  for  100,000 
units.  As  we  know,  we  are  spending 
too  much  money  now.  Taxes  are  too 
high,  and  expenditures  are  too  great. 
So  that  kind  of  appropriation  could  not 
be  made. 

Nobody  is  to  be  criticized  for  that  sit¬ 
uation. 

What  is  proposed  is  that  the  housing 
can  be  paid  for  by  military  personnel 
out  of  their  rental  allowance.  One  tak- 
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ing  advantage  of  the  law  would  be  en¬ 
titled  to  the  same  right  a  veteran  has, 
of  being  able  to  obtain  a  house  with 
no  downpayment  and  have  30  years  to 
pay  for  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Except 
in  this  instance  the  Government  is  going 
to  own  the  house. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  In  this  instance,  at 
the  end  of  30  years,  the  Government  will 
own  100,000  houses,  and  they  will  not 
cost  the  Government  any  money.  In  the 
meantime,  the  military  personnel  will 
have  suitable  houses  in  which  to  live. 

There  is  no  question  that  it  would  be 
better  if  Congress  could  appropriate  the 
money  for  such  housing.  We  must  be 
realistic.  We  do  not  have  the  money  to 
appropriate  for  that  purpose.  Bonds 
would  have  to  be  sold  to  get  the  money 
with  which  to  build  the  houses.  The 
Government  would  sell  mortgages  to  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise,  the  banks,  and  let  the 
banks  amortize  the  mortgages  over  a  30- 
year  period. 

Some  day  we  may  get  our  financial 
affairs  in  good  enough  condition  to  be 
able  to  appropriate  money  to  build  such 
houses.  Until  we  can  do  it,  I  do  not  know 
of  anybody  who  is  not  enthusiastic  about 
building  the  houses  under  the  plan  we 
are  proposing. 

I  think  we  should  be  very  careful 
that  we  do  not  overbuild.  We  do  not 
want  to  permit  more  houses  to  be  built 
in  any  given  area  than  are  needed.  We 
ought  to  look  three  times  before  such 
houses  are  authorized,  because  I  can 
think  of  nothing  more  undesirable  than 
to  have  25  units  built  in  a  certain  area, 
and,  10  years  later,  have  the  military 
installation  abandoned  and  have  a  sit¬ 
uation  where  those  housing  units  are  no 
longer  needed. 

I  think  if  common  sense  and  caution 
are  used  all  the  way  through  such  a  pro¬ 
gram,  and  if  we  do  not  go  wild,  such  a 
program  will  be  good  for  the  future.  I 
think  it  has  been  a  good  thing  in  the  past. 
I  congratulate  those  who  have  handled 
the  bill  today  for  the  way  in  which  they 
have  done  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
made  a  very  good  statement  on  the  whole 
problem.  If  the  Government  had  the 
funds  to  appropriate,  undoubtedly  we 
could  save  money  in  the  long  run  by 
building  the  houses  directly  with  appro¬ 
priated  funds;  but,  under  present  condi¬ 
tions,  what  we  have  done,  has  been  the 
way  to  provide  needed  houses,  and  it  has 
resulted  in  some  very  good  housing,  and 
we  feel  justified  in  seeking  its  continu¬ 
ance. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  have 
had  the  great  privilege  of  serving  on  this 
committee  this  year  under  the  able 
chairman,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  StennisL  He  has  proved  himself 
again,  as  he  has  in  many  other  instanes, 
absolutely  fair,  and  he  has  shown  states¬ 
manship  and  soundness  in  his  approach 
to  the  problems  coming  before  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

This  year  we  had  the  privilege  of  hav¬ 
ing  additional  members  on  the  commit¬ 
tee.  I  regard  them  as  having  been  of 
great  help  to  the  committee.  They  have 
brought  to  the  committee  new  experi¬ 


ences  and  new  points  of  view.  They 
have  all  made  contributions.  So  has 
Mr.  Nease,  clerk  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  call  up 
and  move  the  adoption  of  the  first 
amendment  I  send  to  the  desk,  the  $25,- 
000  limitation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  on  page  40,  after  line 
24,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  307.  Except  as  specifically  authorized 
by  legislation  hereafter  enacted,  no  contract 
shall  be  entered  into  by  the  Department  of 
the  Air  Force  or  the  Air  Force  after  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  act  for  (1)  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  any  interest  in  real  property,  (2)  the 
grading,  landscaping,  or  improvement  of  any 
real  property,  or  (3)  the  construction,  com¬ 
pletion,  alteration,  expansion,  modification, 
or  improvement  of  any  structure  or  facility 
at,  or  in  connection  with,  the  Air  Force 
Academy  if  that  contract  provides  for  the 
expenditure  of  any  amount  in  excess  of 
$25,000. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
to  the  committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
wa$  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  now  call  up  my  housing 
amendment,  which  has  been  discussed  at 
some  length.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  it 
has  been  read,  unless  there  is  a  request 
for  its  reading,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record  in  full  at 
this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  Mr.  Case  of  South  Da¬ 
kota,  to  the  committee  amendment  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

On  page  51,  between  lines  5  and  6,  insert 
the  following  new  section : 

“Sec.  414.  (a)  Section  803(a)  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  last  proviso  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following :  ‘And.  provided  further. 
That  no  more  mortgages  shall  be  insured  un¬ 
der  this  title  after  September  30,  1960,  except 
pursuant  to  a  commitment  to  insure  before 
such  date,  and  not  more  than  twenty  thou¬ 
sand  family  housing  units  shall  be  contracted 
for  after  June  30,  1959,  pursuant  to  any 
mortgage  insured  under  section  803  of  this 
title  after  such  date.’ 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations 
for  the  construction  of  family  housing  con¬ 
tained  in  subsections  104(b),  204(b),  and 
304(b)  of  this  Act,  the  total  number  of  units 
of  family  housing,  contracted  for  after  June 
30,  1959,  and  before  October  1,  1960,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  such  subsec¬ 
tions  shall  not  exceed  a  total  of  twenty  thou¬ 
sand  units.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
determine  the  total  number  of  units  to  be 
constructed  by  each  of  the  military  services 
in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  this 
section.  The  Secretaries  of  the  three  military 
departments,  or  the  designee  of  each,  shall 
promptly  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  any  determination  made  here¬ 
under  as  it  affects  each  such  department.” 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary 
to  advance  any  further  argument  in  fa¬ 


vor  of  the  amendment.  The  Senator 
from  Alabama  has  indicated  he  has  no 
objection.  The  Senator  from  Indiana 
has  no  objection.  I  know  of  no  opposi¬ 
tion  to  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Before  the  Senate  acts 
on  the  amendment,  I  should  like  to  say 
I  have  been  involved  in  two  committee 
meetings  this  afternoon,  the  District  of 
Columbia  Committee,  and  then,  follow¬ 
ing  that,  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee,  and  I  was  called  to  the  floor  in  order 
to  present  my  views  on  this  matter  be¬ 
cause  I  understood  it  was  under  dis¬ 
cussion. 

It  may  be  that  something  has  already 
taken  place  on  the  floor  in  regard  to  it, 
so  I  should  like  to  have  the  help  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  and  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Some  of  my  constituents  who  are  in¬ 
volved  in  the  title  insurance  business 
have  written  me  expressing  their  con¬ 
cern  over  section  415D  of  House  bill  5674, 
regarding  Government  guarantee  of  land 
title  on  Capehart  housing  projects. 
They  feel  that  by  allowing  the  Justice 
Department  to  guarantee  such  land 
titles,  their  businesses  will  be  sorely  af¬ 
fected.  They  feel  that  the  many  title 
and  loan  associations  throughout  the 
country  are  able  to  perform  this  service 
adequately,  and  that  the  Government 
should  not  deprive  them  of  this  business. 

I  should  like  to  ask  whichever  Senator 
wishes  to  answer  to  respond  to  the  in¬ 
quiry  why  this  section  was  included  in 
the  bill.  Was  it  to  deprive  these  con¬ 
cerns  of  their  business  or  was  it  to  give 
the  Attorney  General  a  duty  which  he 
already  performs  in  the  case  of  other 
Government  projects? 

My  understanding  is  that  it  will  save 
the  Government  about  $6  million.  I  am 
going  to  insert  in  the  Record,  if  I  may, 
some  communications  I  have  received 
from  the  title  insurance  people  in  my 
State  and  my  response  to  their  inquiry. 

On  June  2,  I  received  a  telegram  from 
the  Harney  County  Abstract  &  Title  Co., 
of  Burns,  Oreg. 

I  said  in  my  reply  of  June  5 : 

June  5,  1959. 

Harney  County  Abstract  &  Title  Co., 

Burns,  Oreg. 

Gentlemen  :  This  letter  is  in  reply  to  your 
telegram  of  June  2  referring  to  H.R.  5674, 
section  415D  concerning  Government  guar¬ 
antee  of  land  titles  on  Capehart  housing 
projects.  The  House  of  Representatives  has 
passed  H.R.  5674,  and  it  has  been  reported 
to  the  Senate  by  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee. 

As  our  committee  explained  in  its  report 
on  the  bill,  the  purpose  of  the  amendment 
is  to  standardize  already  existing  Govern¬ 
ment  procedure.  The  amendment  “will  re¬ 
quire  this  service  to  be  performed  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice  as  it  is  on  all  other  Gov¬ 
ernment  property  (Senate  Rept.  296  on  H.R. 
5674,  p.  71).”  It  has  been  the  practice  of 
the  Government  in  the  past  to  perform  this 
service  for  other  Government  projects.  The 
committee  felt  that  since  this  service  did 
exist  it  would  be  best  to  have  the  Capehart 
projects  conform  with  this  practice. 

The  Department  of  Defense,  incidentally, 
estimates' that  this  amendment  will  save  the 
Government  $6  million  on  the  current  300 
Capehart  projects. 
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X  recognize  your  great  interest  in  this  mat¬ 
ter,  and  I  want  to  thank  you  for  bringing 
it  to  my  attention.  When  the  bill  comes 
before  the  Senate  I  can  assure  you  that  I  will 
raise  this  question  with  the  committee  on 
the  Senate  floor.  The  arguments  of  uni¬ 
formity  and  even  economy  are  not  neces¬ 
sarily  the  conclusive  ones,  and  I  believe  the 
matter  deserves  a  full  discussion. 


With  kindest  regards. 
Sincerely, 


Wayne  Morse. 


It  seems  to  me  this  item  calls  for  a  leg¬ 
islative  history  on  the  floor.  I  am  only 
asking  for  information,  because  if  the 
allegation  is  true  that  this  is  going  to 
work  to  the  disadvantage  of  private  con¬ 
cerns,  I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  adopt 
this  type  of  provision.  What  we  have 
been  doing  in  regard  to  our  military 
services  is  to  get  the  military  services 
out  of  private  enterprise.  That  is  why 
we  have  eliminated  laundries  and  ga¬ 
rages  and  whatnot  in  connection  with 
many  installations. 

I  have  raised  my  point.  I  hope  the 
Senators  will  answer. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  to 
permit  me  to  answer  the  question? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  this 
very  question  was  completely  covered 
in  the  debate  this  morning  in  answer  to 
some  very  explicit  questions,  carefully 
phrased,  which  covered  the  points  which 
are  of  concern  to  the  Senator.  Very 
strong  assurance  was  given  by  several 
members  of  the  committee  that  this  pro¬ 
vision  was  not  intended  at  all  as  a  prec¬ 
edent  to  apply  to  other  so-called  fed¬ 
erally  financed  housing,  for  veterans  or 
for  any  of  the  other  programs. 

The  terms  of  the  amendment  are 
limited  to  the  cases  where  the  Govern¬ 
ment  owns  the  land  in  question.  The 
Government  starts  the  program  and 
leases  the  land,  in  effect,  to  a  builder, 
guaranteeing  the  liens  and  everything 
else  on  the  property,  and  in  turn  guar¬ 
antees  the  payment  of  the  mortgage,  so 
it  is  a  Government  transaction  from  the 
beginning  to  the  end.  This  does  not  ap¬ 
ply  to  any  other  case. 

Also,  there  have  been  cases  where  the 
Government  has  already  acquired  the 
property  and  evidently  had  title  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Attorney  General  of  of 
someone  else,  which  approval  was  ac¬ 
cepted  as  being  valid.  The  language 
proposed  does  not  preclude  the  Attorney 
General  himself  from  having  the  title 
checked  by  abstract  companies  or  by 
lawyers.  It  does  not  set  up  any  outside 
machinery  or  any  new  bureau.  This  is 
very  narrowly  limited. 

There  was  a  case,  I  believe,  where 
$56,000  was  spent  on  title  insurance  and 
record  checks  and  everything  for  a 
Capehart  housing  unit  at  the  new  Air 
Force  Academy,  on  land  which  had  al¬ 
ready  been  bought  and  was  owned  by 
the  Government,  with  the  title  approved. 
At  Fort  Belvoir  we  had  instances  where 
some  of  the  land  had  been  owned  for  100 
years,  but  still  a  considerable  amount  of 
money  was  spent  in  this  way. 


This  is  a  narrow  gauge,  limited 
amendment.  I  think  the  Record  will  al¬ 
ready  show  a  very  satisfactory  history 
for  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi.  I  am 
sorry  I  was  not  able  to  be  present  for 
the  other  discussion. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  wish  the  Senator 
could  have  been  present. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  cannot  be  in  commit¬ 
tee  meetings  transacting  business  and 
still  be  in  the  Senate  Chamber. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator’s  re¬ 
marks  are  very  timely. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  have  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
that  we  are  not  establishing  any  prece¬ 
dent  which  will  do  injury  to  the  title 
and  abstract  companies  of  the  various 
States,  as  a  general  matter. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  think  the  Senator  is 
correct.  I  do  not  think  this  will  be  a 
precedent  or  will  encroach  on  that  field 
at  all. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota:  Mr. 
President,  I  think  it  was  well  for  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  to  bring  up  this 
matter.  I  am  sorry  the  Senator  was 
detained  on  other  Senate  business  in 
the  committees. 

I  have  received  several  letters  with 
regard  to  this  subject,  and  since  the  dis¬ 
cussion  has  been  renewed,  I  should  like 
to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  letter  from 
Herbert  A.  Heidepriem,  of  Miller,  S.  Dak., 
and  a  letter  from  the  Beemer  Abstract 
Co.,  of  Lake  Andes,  S.  Dak.,  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  title  problem. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  record, 
as  follows: 

Heidepriem  &  Widmayer, 

Miller,  S.  Dak.,  May  25,  1959. 
Hon.  Francis  Case, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Francis:  I  am  writing  you  relative 
to  section  415  of  H.R.  5674  which  I  under¬ 
stand  is  before  a  subcommittee  of  which  you 
are  a  member  which  has  to  do  with  military 
housing. 

I  am  told  that  this  section  provides  that 
in  the  erection  of  Capehart  housing  projects 
that  opinions  on  title  will  be  furnished  by 
the  Attorney  General’s  Office  in  lieu  of  ab¬ 
stracts  or  title  insurance  or  any  other  type  of 
title  evidence.  It  appears  that  this  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill  because  a  committee  study¬ 
ing  efficiency  and  economy  in  Government 
headed  by  Senator  Byrd  recommended  it  as 
a  matter  of  economy  to  the  Government. 

However,  there  is  some  doubt  as  to  whether 
more  economy  would  result.  The  title  in¬ 
dustry  feels  that  the  cost  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  be  as  great,  and  that  this  means 
of  handling  the  title  matters  is  an  unjustified 
intrusion  into  a  field  now  competently  cared 
for  by  private  enterprise. 

I  do  not  have  the  evidence  before  me,  so 
am  unable  to  assess  the  situation.  However, 
I  am  advised  that  you  are  being  sent  some 
information  on  the  subject  by  Ernest  Loeb- 
becke,  president  of  the  American  Title  Asso¬ 
ciation,  from  Los  Angeles.  Because  this  mat¬ 
ter  has  come  to  my  attention  rather  sud¬ 
denly,  I  have  not  been  able  to  obtain  a  copy 
of  Mr.  Loebbecke’s  information  and  conse¬ 
quently  do  not  necessarily  endorse  what  he 
has  to  say.  I  do  ask,  however,  that  you 
give  it  the  careful  scrutiny  which  is  typical 
of  your  legislative  activity. 


Thanking  you  for  your  assistance  in  this 
matter,  and  with  kindest  personal  regards  to 
you  and  Mrs.  Case,  I  am. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Herbert  A.  Heidepriem. 


Beemer  Abstract  Co., 

Lake  Andes,  S.  Dak.,  May  25,  1959. 
Hon.  Francis  Case, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Case:  It  has  come  to  my  at¬ 
tention  that  a  bill  now  in  committee  (House 
file  No.  5674,  sec.  415),  will  be  brought 
on  the  floor  this  week.  The  bill  is  an 
amendment  to  the  housing  bill,  and  con¬ 
cerns  the  Capehart  Housing  Act.  I  believe 
that  you  are  a  member  of  the  subcommittee. 

The  effect  of  this  particular  section,  as  I 
understand  it,  would  be  to  substitute 
searches  and  findings  by  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral’s  Office  for  title  guarantees  made  by  title 
companies  in  the  customary  manner,  there¬ 
by  placing  the  Government  in  direct  com¬ 
petition  with  the  established  title  industry. 
This  is  a  dangerous  trend. 

It  is  my  conviction  that  this  would  be 
neither  advisable  nor  economical.  The  title 
industry,  over  many  years,  has  developed  a 
system  of  title  plants  and  trained  personnel 
which  is  able  to  render  efficient  and  accu¬ 
rate  services.  Their  work  is  guaranteed  as 
to  accuracy.  Persons  unskilled  in  title  work 
would  not  be  able  to  render  as  prompt  serv¬ 
ice,  and  there  would  be  no  guarantee  against 
losses. 

As  to  cost,  it  would  seem  that  the  rates  of 
title  companies  are  extremely  reasonable. 
Should  the  title  searches  be  performed  by 
members  of  the  Attorney  General’s  staff, 
the  time  and  expenses  I  am  sure  would 
greatly  exceed  the  charges  made  by  title 
companies. 

I  am  asking  Mr.  Ernest  Loebbecke,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  American  Title  Association,  to 
send  you  findings  of  that  association  which 
show  that  the  title  industry  has  rendered 
satisfactory  service  at  reasonable  charges  in 
connection  with  the  types  of  title  involved. 

This  matter  has  doubtless  already  received 
your  attention.  The  purpose  of  this  letter 
is  to  call  to  your  attention  the  fact  that  this 
bill,  in  its  present  form,  would  adversely 
affect  title  men  throughout  the  United 
States,  including  every  county  in  South 
Dakota. 

I  feel  sure  that  we  can  rely  upon  your 
good  judgment,  and  that  you  will  continue 
to  represent  us  in  your  proven  satisfactory 
manner. 

Yours  very  truly, 

L.  H.  Beemer. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
cient,  I  should  like,  for  the  Record  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon,  as  well  as  for  the  benefit  of  the  pos¬ 
sible  conferees  on  the  bill,  to  suggest 
that  when  the  bill  goes  to  conference  it 
might  be  well  to  check  the  language,  to 
be  sure  the  language  does  exactly  what 
it  is  stated  on  the  floor  it  will  do. 

If  I  correctly  understood  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  in  his  response  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon,  he  said  this  was 
for  projects  where  the  property  was 
owned  by  the  United  States.  I  am  not 
sure  the  language  in  the  bill  says  exactly 
that.  I  invite  attention  of  Senators  to 
the  first  sentence,  line  9,  page  51: 

On  request  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
the  Attorney  General  shall  furnish  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  an  opin¬ 
ion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  title  to  any  prop¬ 
erty  on  which  It  is  proposed  to  construct 
housing,  or  on  which  housing  has  been  con¬ 
structed,  under  this  section. 
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Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 

Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  If  it  is 
intended  that  this  language  should  deal 
only  with  property  owned  by  the  United 
States,  I  think  it  might  be  well— and  I 
have  so  written  on  my  copy  of  the  bill — 
for  us  to  consider  the  possibility  of  in¬ 
serting.  after  the  word  “property,”  the 
words  “owned  by  the  United  States,”  so 
that  the  language  would  read  “to  any 
property  owned  by  the  United  States  on 
which  it  is  proposed  to  construct  hous- 

ing-;” 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Of  course,  my  state¬ 
ment  that  this  applied  to  property  owned 
by  the  United  States  also  referred  to  the 
fact  that  in  the  setting  up  of  a  Capehart 
project  the  first  thing  the  Government 
does,  if  it  does  not  own  the  land,  is  to  buy 
the  land.  The  starting  point,  in  any 
event,  is  that  the  Government  will  own 
the  land,  either  through  ownership  in 
years  past  or  through  recent  acquisition. 
Therefore,  it  cannot  go  beyond  the  Cape- 
hart  project  being  built  on  the  Govern¬ 
ment  land. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  other 
suggestion  I  made  earlier  in  the  day  is 
one  which  I  shall  also  renew  at  this  point, 
for  a  continuity  in  the  Record. 

The  last  sentence  of  the  paragraph 
reads: 

None  of  the  proceeds  of  any  mortgage  loan 
hereafter  Insured  under  such  title  VIII  shall 
be  used  for  title  search  and  title  insurance 
costs. 

I  am  not  a  lawyer,  but  the  language 
would  seem  to  me  to  mean  it  would  pre¬ 
vent  any  of  the  proceeds  of  any  mort¬ 
gage  loan  from  being  used  for  examin¬ 
ing  the  title  or  for  title  insurance  costs, 
even  though  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
had  been  advised  by  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  that  there  might  be  some  imper¬ 
fection  in  the  title  and  the  Secretary 
did  not  give  the  guarantee. 

If  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  the 
Attorney  General  finds  some  defect  in 
the  title,  then  it  seems  to  me  it  might 
be  appropriate  for  some  of  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  the  mortgage  loan  to  be  used 
to  continue  the  title  search  and  to  get 
some  insurance  on  the  title. 

I  suggested  earlier  that  when  the  bill 
goes  to  conference,  if  further  study  by 
the  technicians  indicates  it  should  be 
needed,  we  might  add  the  words,  “when 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  on  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  Attorney  General,  has  made 
such  a  guarantee.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  join 
with  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
in  that  suggestion. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  would  not  object,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  to  some  language 
along  that  line.  However,  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  does  not  certify  and 
guarantee  the  loan,  the  whole  project 
stops  at  that  point  anyway.  I  think 
we  can  work  out  language  to  cover  the 
situation. 


Mr.  MORSE.  Is  it  understood  that  I 
may  have  printed  in  the  Record  com¬ 
munications  which  I  have  received  from 
Oregon  similar  to  those  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota?  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  do  so, 
Mr.  President. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
munications  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Burns,  Oreg., 

June  2, 1959. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

H.R.  5674,  section  41 5D  contains  material 
which  allows  the  Government  to  guarantee 
land  titles.  This  is  not  warranted  since 
private  industry  adequately  provides  this 
service.  Passage  of  this  section  will  jeop¬ 
ardize  the  stability  of  all  the  title  guarantee 
companies  in  the  Nation.  We  request  that 
you  do  everything  in  your  power  to  effect 
elimination  of  section  415D  from  H.R.  5674. 

Harney  County  Abstract  &  Title  Co. 


Portland,  Oreg., 

June  2, 1959. 

Hon.  Wayne  L.  Morse, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  section 
415D  of  H.R.  5674  provides  that  the  U.S. 
Attorney  General  will  furnish  opinions  as  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  land  title  to  the  Cape- 
hart  housing  projects  so  that  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  may  then  guarantee  the  title  on 
such  property,  thereby  eliminating  the  need 
for  private  title  service.  We  feel  that  insur¬ 
ing  and  evidencing  of  titles  are  best  per¬ 
formed  by  private  business  and  that  section 
415D  of  H.R.  5874  clearly  places  the  U.S. 
Government  in  the  title  insurance  industry 
and  in  direct  competition  to  private  enter¬ 
prise. 

Budd  G.  Burnie, 

President,  Pacific  Title  Insurance  Co. 

Pendleton,  Oreg.,  June  2,  1959. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Our  attention  has  been  drawn  to  H.R. 
5674,  sec.  415d  which  we  believe  to  be  a 
usurpation  of  the  function  of  private  indus¬ 
try  by  the  Government  which  would  ulti¬ 
mately  be  detrimental  to  both.  We  urge 
your  opposition  to  this  legislation. 

John  D.  Logan, 

Chief  Title  Officer,  Oregon  Title  In¬ 
surance  Co. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  June  2,  1959. 
Hon.  Wayne  L.  Morse, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  section 
415d  of  H.R.  5674  provides  that  the  U.S. 
Attorney  General  will  furnish  opinions  at  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  land  title  to  the  Cape- 
hart  housing  projects  so  that  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  may  then  guarantee  the  title  on 
such  property  thereby  eliminating  the  need 
for  private  title  service.  We  feel  that  insur¬ 
ing  and  evidencing  of  titles  are  best  per¬ 
formed  by  private  business  and  that  section 
415d  of  H.R.  5674  clearly  places  the  U.S. 
Government  in  the  title  insurance  industry 
and  in  direct  competition  to  private  enter¬ 
prise. 

.  John  M.  Smeaton, 

Vice  President,  Pacific  Title  Insurance 
Co. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  in  concluding  my  statement,  I 
recognize,  of  course,  that  if  the  Secretary 
did  not  certify  the  project  it  would  not 


proceed,  but  it  does  seem  to  me  it  would 
be  desirable  to  make  it  possible  for  the 
project  to  proceed  by  utilizing  some  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  the  mortgage  loan,  if  that  were 
necessary,  to  get  the  title  in  shape. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record,  some  communications  I 
have  received  on  this  subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
and  telegram  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Indianapolis,  Ind.,  May  26,  1959. 
Hon.  Homer  Capehart, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Section  415  add  to  H.R.  5674  by  Senate 
committee  unrealistic.  Title  insurance  pro¬ 
vides  essential  service  Capehart  projects  at 
less  cost  than  Government  can  render  equiv¬ 
alent  service.  Senate  amendment  is  another 
encroachment  in  field  of  private  business. 
Unalterably  opposed  to  amendment. 

L.  M.  Brown  Title  Co.,  Inc., 
Russell  A.  Furr,  President. 

The  American  Title  Association, 

Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  May  27, 1959. 
The  Honorable  Homer  E.  Capehart, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

W  ashing  ton,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Capehart:  I  am  writing  you 
as  president  of  the  American  Title  Associa¬ 
tion  on  a  matter  of  the  utmost  importance. 
Our  members  are  located  in  practically  every 
county  of  the  United  States. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Military  Housing, 
under  the  chairmanship  of  Senator  John 
Stennis,  has  added  section  415  to  H.R.  5674. 
The  effect  of  section  415  will  be  to  place  the 
U.S.  Government  in  competition  with  the 
title  insurance  industry.  We  believe  that 
this  section  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  Federal  Government  or  the  public,  nor 
will  it  result  in  lower  costs. 

I  am  taking  the  liberty  of  enclosing  a 
copy  of  my  letter  and  supporting  data  sent 
the  Honorable  Clair  Engle,  of  California. 
This  same  material  has  been  sent  to  Sen¬ 
ator  Thomas  H.  Kuchel.  I  believe  this  ma¬ 
terial  will  substantiate  our  position  and  I 
hope  that  someone  of  your  staff  will  have 
the  time  to  read  this  material  in  order  to 
familiarize  you  with  the  basic  problem  and 
our  position  in  this  matter. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  H.R.  5674 
has  been  reported  to  the  Senate  under  Sen¬ 
ate  Report  No.  296  to  be  considered  some¬ 
time  next  week.  Our  industry  strongly 
urges  your  support  in  having  section  415,  or 
any  substitute  therefor  which  would  have 
the  effect  of  placing  the  Government  in  com¬ 
petition  with  private  industry,  eliminated 
from  this  bill. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Ernest  J.  Loebbecke, 

President. 

,  May  19,  1959. 

The  Honorable  Clair  Engle, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

(Attention  of  Mr.  Cikins.) 

Dear  Senator  Engle:  This  letter  is  written 
in  connection  with  my  telephone  conversa¬ 
tion  with  your  office  this  morning  and  deals 
with  the  matter  of  title  insurance  on  Cape¬ 
hart  housing  projects.  For  your  information 
I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  a  report  made  to 
Mr.  Robert  Dechert,  Chief  Counsel  of  the 
Department  of  Defense;  a  letter  to  Mr.  De¬ 
chert  concerning  charges  for  title  insurance 
on  Capehart  housing  projects;  a  copy  of  sec¬ 
tion  415,  which  has  been  added  to  H.R.  5674 
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by  the  Senate  committee;  and  a  copy  of  Com¬ 
mittee  Print  No.  2,  dated  May  15,  1959. 

This  amendment  to  H.R.  5674  is  apparently 
the  result  of  an  investigation  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  and  their  conclusion  that 
title  insurance  and  services  of  title  companies 
are  not  necessary  in  conjunction  with  the 
Capehart  housing  projects.  They  base  their 
conclusion  on  the  fact  that  the  land  is  Gov¬ 
ernment  owned  and,  therefore,  it  would  be 
proper  for  the  Attorney  General’s  Office  to 
render  an  opinion  of  title  and  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  to  guarantee  the  mort¬ 
gages. 

From  the  material,  which  I  enclose,  I  be¬ 
lieve  you  will  agree  with  me  that  this  is  an 
oversimplification  of  the  problem.  While 
it  is  true  that  the  United  States  has  title  to 
the  land,  it  should  be  remembered  that  the 
Capehart  program  was  instituted  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  Wherry  Act  housing  program 
and  was  designed  to  encourage  private  financ¬ 
ing  of  military  housing. 

The  loans  are  actually  secured  by  a  lease¬ 
hold.  In  some  instances  the  land  is  ac¬ 
quired  specifically  for  the  Capehart  project 
and  there  have  been  occasions  when  the 
title  insurance  companies  have  found  that 
the  Government  did  not  have  good  title  to 
the  land  on  which  the  project  was  to  be 
built.  We  realize  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  the  power  to  correct  any  such  de¬ 
ficiency  that  may  occur.  However,  until  such 
deficiency  is  corrected  the  leasehold  thereon 
is  impaired  and  the  loan  made  by  the  in¬ 
terim  lender  is  not,  in  fact,  a  good  loan. 
Even  where  the  title  to  the  land  is  good,  if 
the  leasing  corporation,  which  builds  the  im¬ 
provements,  has  not  been  properly  instituted, 
or  has  not  taken  all  necessary  steps  to  exe¬ 
cute  the  lease,  then  again  a  defect  would 
exist  in  the  lease  which  is  security  for  the 
mortgage.  During  the  course  of  construc¬ 
tion  there  are  matters  that  can  affect  the 
lessee  and  the  rights  of  the  interim  lender. 
All  of  these  matters  are  covered  by  title  in¬ 
surance  and  by  the  services  performed  by 
the  title  companies,  thus  insuring  the  in¬ 
terim  lender  that  when  the  project  is  fin¬ 
ished  he  has  a  good  loan  which  can  be  readily 
transferred  to  a  permanent  lender.  The 
permanent  lender  is  either  the  Federal  Na¬ 
tional  Mortgage  Association  or  a  private  lend¬ 
ing  institution. 

We  recognize  that  after  the  project  is 
completed  and  all  intervening  matters  have 
been  taken  care  of  and  the  loan  transferred 
to  the  permanent  lender  a  guarantee  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  in  lieu  of  title  in¬ 
surance  would  probably  be  satisfactory. 
However,  this  is  not  true  of  the  interim 
lender  and  one  of  the  important  factors  that 
would  be  missing  insofar  as  either  the  in¬ 
terim  lender  or  the  permanent  lender  are 
concerned  and  also  insofar  as  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  concerned  is  the  fact  that  where 
title  insurance  is  used  the  title  insurer  will 
undertake  the  defense  of  any  matters  in¬ 
sured  against  in  the  policy. 

The  Department  of  Justice,  which  han¬ 
dles  land  acquisitions,  does  a  good  job  and 
is  capable  of  rendering  opinions  of  title. 
However,  they  do  not  have  staff  available  to 
make  the  search  of  title,  and  from  our  dis¬ 
cussions  with  them  it  is  obvious  that  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted  the  Government  will 
have  to  create  either  in  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral’s  Office — or  someplace  else — a  staff  of 
people  whose  job  it  will  be  to  go  to  the  area 
where  the  Capehart  housing  project  is  to 
be  built  and  make  an  examination  of  all  of 
the  public  records  to  cover  not  only  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  the  land  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  but  also  all  of  the  other  matters  that 
are  presently  covered  by  the  title  companies 
during  the  course  of  construction  and 
through  the  time  the  mortgage  is  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  permanent  lender. 

The  title  industry  is  made  up  of  title 
experts  throughout  the  United  State.-.  Its 
members  are  located  in  practically  each 


county  of  every  State.  It  seems  obvious 
that  the  services  that  should  be  performed 
in  conjunction  with  a  Capehart  project  can 
be  better  and  more  cheaply  handled  by  the 
title  industry  than  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  We  are  particularly  concerned  be¬ 
cause  this  is,  in  our  judgment,  an  encroach¬ 
ment  into  the  field  of  private  industry.  I 
do  not  believe  that  it  is  unreasonable  to 
assume  that  if  a  department  is  created  to 
search  and  examine  titles  in  conjunction 
with  Capeharts  that  it  would  not  be  long 
before  pressure  was  exerted  to  extend  this 
to  FHA-  and  VA-insured  loans. 

In  the  light  of  this,  it  seems  to  us  in  the- 
title  industry  that  section  415  should  be 
stricken  from  H.R.  5674,  for  it  puts  the 
Government  into  competition  with  private 
enterprise.  We  believe  that  the  title  indus¬ 
try  has  recognized  that  a  reduction  in  cost 
was  warranted,  as  has  been  indicated  by 
my  letter  to  Mr.  Dechert  on  this  subject. 

In  closing,  I  want  to  again  point  out  that 
the  last  sentence  of  proposed  section  415 
will  mean  that  there  will  be  no  search  of 
the  records  on  which  the  Attorney  General 
can  give  an  opinion  and  that  the  funds  will 
have  to  come  from  some  place  to  pay  the 
cost  of  providing  that  information. 

I  appreciate  very  much  your  interest  in 
this  matter  and  believe  that  title  insurance 
is  the  most  feasible  method  of  handling 
title  problems  in  conjunction  with  the 
Capehart  housing  projects  and  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  Government,  the  public,  and 
the  private  investor.  It  is  my  hope  that 
section  415  can  be  eliminated  from  H.R. 
5674. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Ernest  J.  Loebbecke, 
President,  American  Title  Association. 

Memorandum 

From:  American  Title  Association. 

To:  Mr.  Robert  Dechert,  Chief  Counsel,  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense. 

Subject:  Title  insurance  on  Capehart  hous¬ 
ing  projects. 

I.  STATEMENT  OF  THE  QUESTION 

The  construction  of  military  housing  un¬ 
der  the  so-called  Capehart  program  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress  (Public  Law  345, 
84th  Cong,  and  amendments)  was  de¬ 
signed  as  a  substitute  for  the  construction 
of  housing  with  funds  appropriated  from  the 
Treasury.  Instead  of  the  appropriated-fund 
method  with  resulting  budgeting  of  large 
capital  expenditures,  the  Capehart  program 
invites  the  cooperation  of  private  industry 
and  private  financing  under  a  procedure 
whereby  Government  owned  land  is  leased 
for  a  nominal  sum  to  a  private  builder  who 
agrees  to  construct  thereon  housing  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  Government  requirements  and 
specifications.  The  cost  and  expense  of 
construction  is  to  be  arranged  by  the  builder 
through  private  financing  sources  and  is  to 
be  secured  by  an  FHA  insured  mortgage  on 
the  builder’s  leasehold  estate.  Under  the 
authorized  procedure,  the  builder  agrees  that 
as  housing  units  are  completed  they  will  be 
turned  over  to  the  control  of  the  interested 
service,  and  that  upon  completion  of  con¬ 
struction  the  ownership  of  the  lessee-mort¬ 
gagor  corporation  will  pass  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  by  a  transfer  of  the  capital 
stock  of  such  corporation. 

To  encourage  the  participation  of  private 
capital  and  since  the  Government  is  to  be¬ 
come  the  owner  of  the  lessee-mortgagor  cor¬ 
poration  upon  completion  of  construction 
and  is  in  direct  control  of  the  extent  to 
which  the  project  will  or  might  derive  reve¬ 
nues  through  occupancy,  the  Government, 
and  rightly  so,  guarantees  to  the  mortgagee 
that  commencing  with  its  ownership  the 
payments  on  the  mortgage  debt  will  be  there¬ 
after  paid  as  they  become  due.  As  an  in¬ 
ducement  to  participation  in  the  program, 
the  private  builder  receives  all  of  his  costs 


and  estimated  profit  from  the  proceeds  of 
the  loan  that  will  be  insured  by  FHA  and 
ultimately  repaid  by  the  Government.  One 
of  these  items  is  the  cost  of  title  insurance 
provided  by  the  builder  to  assure  the  mort¬ 
gagee  and  the  FHA  that  the  mortgage  con¬ 
stitutes  a  valid  first  lien  on  a  marketable  title 
to  a  valid  leasehold  estate  free  of  prior  liens, 
encumbrances  or  defects  of  title. 

It  has  been  proposed  that  a  form  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  guaranty  (a  new  concept  of  title 
evidence)  be  substituted  for  the  standard 
form  of  title  evidence  now  provided  for  by 
Government  regulation. 

The  question  is  whether  such  substitu¬ 
tion  would  in  fact  result  in  (a)  less  cost  to 
the  public  and  (b)  furthering  the  purposes 
of  the  program  by  providing  the  service  and 
protection  required  by  private  lenders,  to  the 
degree  that  such  service  and  protection  is 
now  provided  by  the  use  of  title  insurance. 

II.  PRESENT  METHOD  OF  EVIDENCING  TITLE 
UNDER  EXISTING  LAW 

A.  Procedure 

The  present  method  of  evidencing  title  is 
by  means  of  a  title  insurance  policy  of  a 
qualified  private  insurance  company.  Un¬ 
like  fire  and  other  forms  of  insurance,  mort¬ 
gagee  title  insurance  is  a  single  premium  in¬ 
surance  that  remains  in  full  force  and  effect 
so  long  as  any  part  of  the  mortgage  debt 
remains  unpaid.  Its  issuance  as  related  to 
a  Capehart  transaction  encompasses  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

(1)  Preparation  of  a  title  search  of  all 
available  public  records  and  responsibility 
therefor  from  the  time  the  property  orig¬ 
inally  became  a  part  of  the  United  States 
down  to  date. 

(2)  Examination  of  the  title  search  by  a 
qualified  attorney. 

(3)  Examination  of  surveys  for  accuracy 
and  sufficiency. 

(4)  Examination  of  plot  plans  for  en¬ 
croachments  of  improvements  on  to  ease¬ 
ments  or  outside  the  lines  of  the  leased 
areas. 

(5)  Examination  for  sufficiency  of  corpo¬ 
rate  proceedings  and  resolutions  of  the  mort¬ 
gagor-builder  corporation. 

(6)  Examination  and  investigation  to  de¬ 
termine  due  execution,  sufficiency,  and  de¬ 
livery  of  all  documents  in  the  transaction. 

(7)  Periodic  examination  of  the  public 
records  during  the  course  of  construction  to 
show  the  condition  of  title  at  the  date  of 
each  disbursement  as  disbursements  are 
made. 

(8)  In  most  cases  attend  the  preliminary 
and  final  closings  for  the  purposes  of  resolv¬ 
ing  title  questions  and  arranging  for  the 
recording  of  all  documents. 

(9)  Negotiate  with  all  interested  depart¬ 
ments,  agencies,  and  parties,  as  to  the  form 
of  the  title  policy  and  the  propriety  or 
validity  of  any  exception  shown. 

B.  Effect  of  present  procedure 

Title  insurance  policies  provide  to  the 
governmental  agencies,  investors  and  others 
interested  a  form  of  title  evidence  accept¬ 
able  to  investors.  The  bases  of  this  ac¬ 
ceptability  are  as  follows: 

1.  Service:  The  utilization  of  the  services 
of  a  title  insurer  accelerates  the  time  at 
which  the  project  may  be  commenced  and 
makes  possible  the  discovering  and  over¬ 
coming  of  title  problems  which  might  later 
arise  to  give  trouble  to  all  parties  concerned. 
We  do  not  know  of  a  single  instance  in 
which  a  closing  was  delayed  because  the 
title  insurer  was  not  ready  with  evidence  of 
title,  and  it  should  be  remembered  that  in 
all  instances  the  armed  service  and  the 
builder  are  anxious  to  proceed  with  the  least 
possible  delay  after  issuance  of  the  letter  of 
acceptability.  As  an  example  of  one  in¬ 
stance,  that  of  Fort  Campbell,  involving 
property  in  Tennessee  and  Kentucky,  one  of 
our  members  through  the  utilization  of  the 
time  and  personnel  of  its  home  office,  Wash¬ 
ington  office,  Louisville,  Ky.,  office,  Dallas 
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office,  and  associated  practicing  attorneys  in 
Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  received  the  order 
for  the  title  evidence  on  a  Friday;  the  titles 
had  been  examined  and  interim  binders 
were  prepared  and  in  the  mail  in  a  form 
acceptable  to  the  mortgagee,  FHA,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army,  and  others  by  Thursday 
•night  of  the  following  week.  We  do  not 
believe  that  such  service  can  be  matched 
by  any  other  procedure. 

In  our  experience  with  Capehart  projects 
we  have  had  instances  where  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  contrary  to  its  belief,  did  not  have 
title  to  all  the  land  proposed  to  be  leased, 
instances  where  the  Government  had  ac¬ 
quired  title  by  purchase  and  the  title  so 
acquired  was  subject  to  material  outstand¬ 
ing  defects,  and  instances  where  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  had  acquired  title  by  condemnation 
subject  to  general  exceptions  to  easements 
without  knowledge  that  the  proposed  proj¬ 
ect  area  was  traversed  by  outstanding  ease¬ 
ment  grants  of  record.  In  another  instance 
one  of  our  members  discovered  that  the 
areas  surveyed  and  proposed  to  be  leased 
for  a  Capehart  project  overlapped  upon  an 
existing  Wherry  project.  The  timely  dis¬ 
covery  and  report  of  matters  of  these  types 
has  prevented  subsequent  trouble  of  a  sub¬ 
stantial  nature  and  has  enabled  the  closing 
to  proceed  on  schedule. 

In  practice,  the  title  insurer  at  its  own 
cost  and  expense  acts  as  a  clearinghouse 
for  the  receipt  and  dissemination  of  infor¬ 
mation  for  the  benefit  of  all  interested  par¬ 
ties  in  the  preparations  leading  up  to  the 
initial  closing.  Through  the  availability  of 
its  facilities  in  the  various  States  and 
through  its  familiarity  with  the  laws  thereof 
the  title  Insurer  is  able  to  provide  valuable 
assistance  and  information  not  only  to  the 
mortgagee  but  also  to  the  builder  and  to  the 
interested  Service. 

As  a  part  of  the  title  insurer’s  service,  It 
has  a  representative  at  the  initial  closing 
and  at  the  final  closing  of  each  unit  in  the 
project  after  completion  of  such  unit.  Such 
representative  passes  upon  the  sufficiency 
of  form,  content,  and  execution  of  all  doc¬ 
uments  required  to  establish  the  leasehold 
estate  and  the  validity  and  priority  of  the 
mortgage  lien.  He  supervises  the  transpor¬ 
tation  of  the  documents  to  his  representa¬ 
tive  at  the  county  seat  who  continues  the 
title  check,  records  the  papers  and  reports 
by  telephone  to  the  closing  so  that  it  can  be 
carried  to  completion  and  the  title  policies 
delivered. 

During  the  period  of  construction,  the 
title  insurer  furnishes  the  mortgagee  with 
title  continuation  reports  and  title  policy 
endorsements  at  the  time  of  each  disburse¬ 
ment. 

Because  of  the  short  period  of  time  al¬ 
lowed  in  the  closing  of  these  cases  between 
the  issuance  to  the  builder  of  the  letter  of 
acceptability  and  the  closing  date  required 
by  the  armed  service,  it  not  infrequently 
happens  that  the  armed  service  does  not  re¬ 
ceive  the  final  survey  and  cannot  prepare  the 
final  lease  description  until  just  before  the 
closing  and  neither  the  mortgagee  nor  the 
FHA  nor  the  title  insurer  see  the  description 
and  survey  until  the  day  of  the  closing. 
The  title  insurer  must  approve  description 
and  survey  and  the  other  interested  parties 
rely  on  that  approval.  Not  infrequently 
errors  of  description  or  survey  are  caught  at 
the  closing  in  time  to  prevent  the  recorda¬ 
tion  of  leases  and  mortgages  with  erroneous 
descriptions. 

2.  Mechanics’  and  materialmen’s  lien  cov¬ 
erage  :  It  is  the  practice  for  construction  and 
permanent  lenders  to  require  the  title  in¬ 
surer  to  protect  against  loss  because  of  me¬ 
chanics’  and  materialmen’s  liens  including 
all  litigation  expense  resulting  therefrom  in 
addition  to  any  payment  and  performance 
bonds  that  are  required.  The  coverage  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  title  insurer  in  this  respect  is 
broader  than  that  of  the  payment  and  per¬ 


formance  bonds,  and  the  added  coverage  is 
not  available  to  the  mortgagee  by  any  other 
means.  The  bonds  required,  at  costs  far  in 
excess  of  the  cost  of  title  insurance,  by  no 
means  protect  against  all  possible  claimants, 
have  not  been  interpreted  by  the  courts  and 
provide  no  protection  as  to  marketability 
during  the  course  of  mechanics’  lien  litiga¬ 
tion.  In  some  cases  where  a  claim  is  as¬ 
serted  on  these  types  of  bonds  there  can  be 
a  valid  question  as  to  whether  or  not  there 
is  liability  on  the  bonds.  This  may  result 
in  costly  negotiation  or  litigation  on  the 
part  of  the  lender  or  the  Federal  Housing 
Commissioner  which  is  obviated  when  the 
lender  and  the  Commissioner  also  have  title 
insurance  protection. 

3.  Possessory  and  survey  coverages;  Lend¬ 
ers  require  and  the  present  law  provides  that 
the  title  insurance  policy  afford  coverage 
as  follows:  that  the  leased  premises  as  lo¬ 
cated  on  the  ground  be  within  the  title  lines 
of  the  United  States;  that  the  improvements 
be  within  the  leased  premises  and  not  en¬ 
croach  onto  other  lands  of  the  Government 
or  onto  private  lands;  and  that  the  improve¬ 
ments  not  encroach  onto  easements.  In  this 
respect  the  title  insurer  has  discovered  that 
the  engineer’s  description  does  not  always 
conform  to  the  facts  on  the  ground  or  of 
record  and  has  obtained  corrected  descrip¬ 
tions. 

4.  Marketability  of  the  loan:  One  of  the 
factors  that  has  increased  the  effectiveness 
of  the  program  has  been  the  acceptability  of 
the  loans.  When  the  validity  and  priority  of 
the  lien  of  the  mortgage  on  the  leasehold 
estate  are  supported  by  a  standard  title  in¬ 
surance  policy  of  a  responsible  title  insur¬ 
ance  company,  so  far  as  title  is  concerned, 
the  loan  has  been  readily  acceptable  to  any 
institutional  investor  whether  it  be  the  con¬ 
struction  or  the  permanent  lender,  or  a  sub¬ 
sequent  assignee  from  the  permanent  lender, 
and  whether  the  institutional  investor  is 
located  in  the  community  where  the  property 
might  be  situated  or  on  the  opposite  side  of 
the  country  from  the  situs  of  the  project. 
This  fact  alone  materially  aids  the  attractive¬ 
ness  of  the  investment  to  the  institutional 
lender.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  various 
pension  trusts  furnish  financing  for  Cape¬ 
hart  projects.  Some  of  these  trusts  are  con¬ 
trolled  by  private  contracts  or  agreements 
which,  in  many  cases,  specify  the  types  of 
real  estate  investments  that  may  be  made 
by  the  trustees  and  the  form  of  title  evidence 
required.  These  trusts  uniformly  accept  and 
generally  require  title  insurance.  If  title 
insurance  is  not  provided  such  trusts  might 
be  eliminated  as  potential  lenders  on  Cape¬ 
hart  projects. 

5.  Responsibility  and  responsiveness  of 
title  insurers:  Title  insurers  are  required  by 
law  and  in  their  interests  do  respond 
promptly  when  any  claim  is  asserted  against 
which  they  have  insured.  The  title  com¬ 
panies  have  experts  on  their  staffs  to  handle 
claims  as  well  as  title  experts  who  work  on 
the  matters  incident  to  the  issuance  of  their 
policies. 

m.  PROPOSED  SUBSTITUTE  FOR  TITLE  INSURANCE 

The  proposal  is  that  a  method  be  set  up  for 
the  Office  of  the  Attorney  General  to  furnish 
a  basis  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  in¬ 
demnify  the  mortgagee  with  respect  to  any 
loss  sustained  by  reason  of  adverse  claims 
against  the  title. 

It  is  inconceivable  that  the  Government 
would  undertake  to  guarantee  title  without 
knowing  its  status.  To  effectively  give  the 
same  protection  now  afforded  to  mortgagees 
under  a  title  insurance  policy  it  would  be 
necessary  for  some  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  perform  or  to  procure  the  services 
presently  rendered  by  title  insurers,  which 
services  are  listed  under  Il-a  above.  Many 
of  the  areas  proposed  for  Capehart  develop¬ 
ment  are  currently  acquired  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  where  the  Government  has  had 
title  for  some  years  many  instances  are  en¬ 


countered  in  which  the  Government  did  not 
in  fact  know  the  status  of  its  own  title  or 
its  evidences  of  title  were  lost  or  were  in 
inaccessible  storage  or  where  various  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Government  had  created  out¬ 
standing  rights  in  third  parties  by  grants 
or  licenses. 

1.  Comparative  service:  The  Government 
lacks  the  experienced  and  qualified  person¬ 
nel  and  the  adequate  countrywide  title 
facilities  available  to  the  title  insurer  and 
could  not  possibly  perform  the  necessary 
title  functions  with  the  speed  and  the  de¬ 
cision  such  as  has  been  rendered  by  the  title 
insurer.  These  deficiencies  will  necessarily 
result  in  delays  that  will  be  detrimental  to 
the  program.  These  same  deficiencies  would 
necessarily  pertain  to  the  handling  by  the 
Government,  efficiently  and  economically,  of 
claims  against  the  title. 

We  again  point  out  that  the  title  industry 
has  available  on  a  nationwide  basis  trained 
experts  in  the  field  of  title  searching  and 
examining  and  in  the  handling  of  title 
claims. 

In  the  matter  of  claims  there  may  be  both 
valid  and  invalid  claims.  The  valid  claims 
must  be  paid  promptly  and  all  claims  must 
nevertheless  be  defended  and  disposed  of 
without  cost  or  damage  to  the  mortgagee. 

2.  Comparative  costs:  Although  the  rates 
vary  in  different  sections  of  the  country,  gen¬ 
erally  in  the  absence  of  State  regulation  re¬ 
quiring  different  rates  for  premium  compu¬ 
tations  in  a  particular  section,  the  title  insur¬ 
ance  premium,  which  includes  all  costs  of 
the  title  insurer  and,  in  these  Capehart  proj¬ 
ects,  the  cost  of  title  examination,  is  usually 
less  than  one-quarter  of  1  percent  of  the 
amount  of  the  loan.  In  fact,  as  the  size  of 
the  loan  increases  the  cost  percentagewise 
is  appreciably  lower  and  in  most  instances 
is  less  than  one-sixth  of  1  percent.  Any 
attempt  to  handle  these  cases  titlewise, 
could  not  be  accomplished  as  expeditiously 
or  at  less  cost  by  the  proposed  procedure. 

3.  Policy  consideration:  A  program  of  the 
suggested  type  would  be  a  distinct  departure 
from  the  Government's  traditional  attitude. 
Traditionally  the  Federal  Government  has 
never  warranted  the  sufficiency  of  the  title 
to  any  land  owned  or  sold  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  suggestion  which  has  been  made, 
if  carried  out,  would  result  in  the  Federal 
Government  entering  into  the  title  insur¬ 
ance  field  in  competition  with  private  in¬ 
dustry.  It  would  require  either  (a)  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  substantial  staff  of  trained  person¬ 
nel  to  perform  all  of  the  duties  now  being 
performed  by  the  title  industry,  or  (b)  the 
handling  of  title  Insurance  on  these  projects 
on  a  casualty  insurance  basis.  This  would 
clearly  and  unequivocally  be  an  encroach¬ 
ment  by  the  Federal  Government  into  the 
business  field  and  would  be  in  contraven¬ 
tion  of  the  express  policy  of  the  present  ad¬ 
ministration  and  of  the  Congress. 

The  result  of  such  encroachment  would 
not  be  to  the  best  interests  of  the  public. 
As  has  been  indicated,  if  all  of  the  srvices 
now  performed  by  the  title  industry  were 
furnished  by  Government,  the  cost  of  such 
services  would  be  greater,  not  less  than  the 
present  costs.  If  the  Government  chose  to 
handle  the  guarantee  of  these  titles  without 
adequate  staff  and  without  any  examination 
of  title  or  evaluation  of  the  risks  being  as¬ 
sumed,  the  immediate  cost  might  be  less,  but 
in  the  long  run  the  risks  assumed  would  un¬ 
questionably  result  in  far  greater  costs  than 
at  present.  In  addition,  the  Government  has 
no  right,  fundamentally,  to  create  future  lia¬ 
bilities  by  such  a  procedure.  Further,  if  the 
suggestion  is  followed,  there  is  no  doubt 
that  many  lenders  would  hesitate  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  a  program  that  would  place  them 
in  the  awkward  position  of  having  a  pos¬ 
sible  dispute  with  the  Government,  the 
debtor,  on  a  title  claim.  Conversely,  the 
Government  might  be  embarrased  to  expend 
funds  in  defense  of  a  title  which  would  re- 
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suit  In  an  Increase  in  the  Government’s  debt 
on  that  particular  Capehart  project. 

In  setting  up  the  Capehart  program,  it  was 
the  intent  of  Congress  to  enlist  the  aid  of 
private  industry  in  providing  military  hous¬ 
ing.  The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to 
establish  the  fact  that  when  housing  is  cre¬ 
ated  under  the  Capehart  program,  title  In¬ 
surance  is  the  most  feasible  method  of  han¬ 
dling  title  problems  and  is  in  the  best  in¬ 
terest  of  the  Government,  the  private  in¬ 
vestor,  and  the  public. 

American  Title  Association, 
Ernest  J.  Loebbecke,  President. 
George  C.  Rawlings,  Chairman. 

A.  E.  Peterson, 

C.  J.  McConville, 

William  H.  Baker,  Jr., 

Richard  H.  Howlett, 

Committee  on  Title  Insurance  on 
Capehart  Housing  Projects. 

Title  Insurance  and  Trust  Co., 

Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  May  12,  1959. 
Mr.  Robert  Dechert, 

Chief  Counsel,  Department  of  Defense, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Dechert:  During  our  conference 
last  week  when  I  presented  you  a  memor¬ 
andum  on  behalf  of  the  American  Title  Asso¬ 
ciation  on  the  subject  of  title  insurance  on 
Capehart  housing  projects,  I  promised  to  ad¬ 
vise  you  what  the  situation  is  in  my  own 
company  in  regard  to  charges.  The  following 
sets  forth  what  has  been  done  by  Title  In¬ 
surance  and  Trust  Co.  and  its  subsidiaries  in 
this  regard. 

Under  the  Capehart  housing  program,  this 
company  has  participated  in  the  insuring  of 
the  construction  lender  and  the  transfer  of 
the  paper  after  completion  both  as  a  direct 
insurer  and  as  a  reinsurer.  Our  first  contact 
with  the  program  was  as  a  reinsurer  and  we 
were  not  advised  as  to  the  method  of  bid¬ 
ding  nor  the  actual  coverage  that  were  ex¬ 
pected  by  the  lenders. 

In  the  latter  part  of  1957,  this  company, 
as  a  direct  insurer,  was  requested  and  we  did 
issue  policies  covering  three  Capehart  pro¬ 
jects  in  California.  In  each  of  those  cases 
we  discussed  with  the  lender  the  coverages 
that  the  lender  required  and  we  discussed 
with  the  FHA  its  requirements  as  to  title  evi¬ 
dence.  The  charge  that  was  made  was  based 
upon  our  then  effective  schedule  covering  the 
Issuance  of  an  ATA  policy  upon  the  recording 
of  the  construction  loan  on  the  leasehold, 
monthly  date  downs,  and  the  issuance  of  an 
ATA  policy  with  100  endorsement  upon  the 
completion  of  the  project  for  all  three  oj 
those  services.  In  addition,  a  service  charge 
was  made  for  monthly  reports  as  to  mechanic 
liens.  These  charges  under  the  schedule  for 
an  aggregate  loan  of  $5  million  in  the  Los 
Angeles  area  were  approximately  $14,203. 

After  a  review  of  the  early  projects  and  an 
analysis  of  the  risks  and  services  to  be  per¬ 
formed,  the  Company  decided  that  the  charge 
on  the  Capehart  loans  could  be  reduced.  It 
was  felt  that  because  of  the  fact  that  we  had 
to  use  our  most  experienced  attorneys  in 
handling  the  closing  of  the  transaction  at 
the  time  the  loan  was  recorded  and  in  handl¬ 
ing  the  phase  out  of  the  project  upon  com¬ 
pletion  that  we  were  justified,  if  all  of  the 
expenses  of  the  closing  were  absorbed  in  the 
premium  charged  for  the  policy,  to  continue 
making  rather  a  substantial  charge:  however, 
we  did  feel  that  because  of  the  substantially 
smaller  risk  assumed  in  this  type  of  policy  a 
lesser  charge  for  a  single  ATA  policy  of  title 
insurance  would  be  proper.  Effective  July 
7,  1958  our  published  schedule  of  rates  was 
amended  to  permit  this  reduction  on  poli¬ 
cies  issued  on  Capehart  loans.  In  Los  An¬ 
geles  County  under  this  new  schedule,  the 
fee  on  a  $5  million  Capehart  is  $7,608.75.  No 
additional  charge  is  made  for  closing  cos'ts 


other  than  recording  fees  and  no  additional 
charge  is  made  for  the  monthly  mechanic  lien 
date  downs. 

Similar  revisions  of  schedules  applicable 
to  our  branches  and  subsidiaries  outside  of 
Los  Angeles  County  were  adopted  at  about 
the  same  time. 

While  each  title  insurer  sets  its  own  rates, 
except  in  those  areas  which  have  state  regu¬ 
lation  of  rates,  because  of  the  competition 
in  bidding  on  Capehart  projects,  it  is  our 
understanding  that  other  title  insurers  have 
also  reduced  their  rates  on  these  projects. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Ernest  J.  Loebbecke, 

President. 

H.R.  5674 

An  Act  to  authorize  certain  construction  at 
military  installations,  and  for  other 
purposes 

Sec.  415.  Section  403  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subsection  as 
follows : 

“(d)  On  request  by  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  the  Attorney  General  shall  furnish  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  an 
opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  title  to  any 
property  on  which  it  is  proposed  to  construct 
housing,  or  on  which  housing  has  been  con¬ 
structed,  under  this  section.  If  the  opinion 
of  the  Attorney  General  is  that  the  title  to 
any  such  property  is  good  and  sufficient,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  is  authorized  to  guar¬ 
antee,  or  enter  into  a  commitment  to  guar¬ 
antee,  the  mortgages,  under  a  mortgage  on 
such  property  which  is  insured  under  title 
VIII  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  against 
any  losses  that  may  thereafter  arise  from  ad¬ 
verse  claims  to  title.  None  of  the  proceeds 
of  any  mortgage  loan  hereafter  insured  un¬ 
der  such  title  VIII  shall  be  used  for  title 
search  and  title  insurance  costs.’’ 


Committee  Print  No.  2,  May  15,  1959 — 
Report  To  Accompany  H.R.  5674 

Section  415:  The  purpose  of  this  section  is 
to  eliminate  the  practice  of  purchasing  title 
search  and  insurance  for  Capehart  housing 
projects  built  on  property  owned  by  the 
Government.  The  provision  will  require  this 
service  to  be  performed  by  the  Department  of 
Justice  as  it  is  on  all  other  Government 
property;  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  guarantee  the  mortgages  in  all  respects 
and  prohibit  the  use  of  mortgage  funds  for 
the  payment  of  fees  for  title  search  and  In- 
urance. 

The  American  Title  Association, 

June  11,  1959. 

Mr.  John  Hancock, 

Care  of  Senator  Homer  E.  Capehart, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Hancock:  When  I  was  in  your 
office  on  May  28,  I  was  on  my  way  to  Dallas, 
Tex.,  and  this  is  the  first  opportunity  I  have 
had  to  write  to  express  my  appreciation  for 
the  courtesy  shown  me  by  you  and  Senator 
Capehart. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  reaction  of  some 
of  tb,e  Senators  that  they  fail  to  realize  the 
basic  factors  in  section  415. 

The  enclosed  copy  of  my  letter  to  Senator 
Lyndon  B.  Johnson  sets  forth  in  as  con¬ 
cise  way  as  possible  the  real  facts  concerning 
the  basic  issues. 

I  would  appreciate  your  reviewing  the  en¬ 
closed  letter  and  placing  the  information  be¬ 
fore  Senator  Capehart  for  his  information. 

With  kindest  regards,  I  am 
Sincerely  yours, 

George  C.  Rawlings, 
Chairman,  Title  Insurance  Section. 
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The  American  Title  Association, 

June  11,  1959. 
The  Honorable  Lyndon  B.  Johnson, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Johnson:  Mr.  Charles  C. 
Hampton,  president,  Texas  Title  Association, 
Dallas,  Tex.,  has  forwarded  to  me  a  copy  of 
your  letter  to  him  dated  June  4,  1959. 

An  erroneous  impression  has  been  created 
to  the  effect  that  the  Attorney  General  is 
only  permitted  by  section  415  of  H.R.  5674 
to  perform  the  function  customarily  done 
on  other  Government  real  estate  transac¬ 
tions.  The  fact  is: 

The  Attorney  General,  nor  any  other  Gov¬ 
ernmental  department,  has  ever  performed 
the  function  permitted  under  section  415. 
It  has  been  common  practice  for  the  At¬ 
torney  General  to  pass  on  the  sufficiency  of 
titles  to  land  acquired  by  the  Government 
where  the  improvements  to  be  erected  are 
paid  for  out  of  appropriated  funds.  There 
is  a  vast  differences  between  this  and  the 
Attorney  General,  together  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  undertaking  to  guarantee 
to  a  private  investor  the  validity  and  priority 
of  a  mortgage  lien  merely  because  the  se¬ 
curity  for  the  loan  is  a  lease  arising  out  of 
Government  owned  land.  This  latter  prac¬ 
tice  has  never  been  followed  and  is  not 
permitted  by  law  which  accounts  for  sec¬ 
tion  415. 

The  cost  element  of  title  Insurance  has 
been  grossly  exaggerated  in  some  quarters. 

Prom  one  source,  it  is  stated  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  save  $6  million  by  eliminating 
title  insurance.  Another  source  states  that 
the  Government  will  save  millions.  The 
facts  are: 

Page  23  of  the  report  of  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee,  dated  May  15,  1959, 
states  as  of  April  20,  1959,  total  cost  of 
72,713  Capehart  units  completed  and  under 
construction  as  $1,186,725,150.  The  total 
title  insurance  cost  on  the  aggregate  amount 
should  not  have  exceeded  $1,750,000.  This 
is  fait  accompli  and  not  affected  by  section 
415.  No  further  charge  is  to  be  made. 

Section  412  of  the  bill  limits  the  number 
of  Capehart  units  to  21,500  for  the  fiscal 
year  1960.  This  limitation  may  or  may  not 
be  approved,  but  it  is  a  fair  basis  for  esti¬ 
mating  title  insurance  costs  in  the  future. 
21,500  units  at  the  maximum  amount  of 
$16,500  per  unit  is  an  aggregate  amount  of 
$354,750,000.  The  title  insurance  cost  will 
not  exceed  $550,000.  The  cost  for  title  in¬ 
surance  has  not  in  the  past  nor  will  the 
cost  in  the  future,  exceed  $25  per  unit. 

Even  though  the  fanciful  theory  sug¬ 
gested  in  the  Comptroller  General’s  report 
that  the  charges  for  title  insurance  would 
be  doubled  on  account  of  the  amount  being 
included  in  the  mortgage  loan  does  not  Jus¬ 
tify  the  estimated  cost  of  millions  for  title 
insurance — why  apply  this  theory  to  only 
title  insurance  charges?  The  same  thing 
is  true  of  construction  cost  and  all  services 
included  in  the  mortgage  loan. 

The  statement  to  the  effect  that  section 
415  will  save  the  Government  millions  of 
dollars  is  fantastic.  The  bare  truth  is  the 
services  that  will  have  to  be  performed  by 
Government  departments  will  result  in  the 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  being  more  rather  than 
less.  Private  business  can  and  will  perform 
the  services  at  less  cost,  including  a  reason¬ 
able  profit  on  which  52  percent  income  tax 
is  paid,  than  can  Government  departments. 

There  are  many  other  disturbing  elements 
indicated  in  the  proposal  contained  in  Sec¬ 
tion  415,  but  the  basic  factors  are: 

1.  It  requires  the  Departments  of  Defense 
and  Justice  to  perform  services  and  to  invade 
a  field  not  now  permitted  or  authorized  by 
statute  to  the  detriment  of  private  business. 

2.  The  cost  to  the  taxpayers  in  additional 
expense  to  governmental  departments  in- 
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volved  will  exceed  the  amount  paid  private 

business. 

3.  It  is  a  further  invasion  by  Government 
into  the  legitimate  field  of  private,  tax-pay¬ 
ing  enterprise,  without  beneficial  results. 

These  basic  factors  are  presented  for  your 
consideration  before  casting  your  vote  on 
Section  415. 

Sincerely, 

George  C.  Rawlings, 
Chairman,  Title  Insurance  Section. 


Richmond,  Va.,  May  28, 1959. 
Senator  Homer  E.  Capehart, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Received  telegram  of  27th.  My  views 
known  to  Senators  Byrd  and  Robertson. 
Will  be  at  your  office  today  2  p.m.  Hope  you 
will  be  available  for  a  few  minutes. 

George  C.  Rawlings, 

President,  Lavryers  Title 

Insurance  Corp. 

May  27,  1959. 

Mr.  George  C.  Rawlings, 

President,  Lawyers  Title  Insurance  Corp., 
Richmond,  Va.: 

Received  your  letter  of  May  26.  Thanks. 
Suggest  you  make  known  your  views  to 
Senators  Byrd  and  Robertson  as  soon  as 
possible.  This  legislation  expected  to  be 
pending  business  on  Senate  floor  Thursday, 
May  28. 

Homer  E.  Capehart. 

Lawyers  Title  Insurance  Corp., 

Richmond,  Va.,  May  26,  1959. 
The  Honorable  Homer  E.  Capehart, 

V.  S.  Senate,  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D  C. 

Dear  Senator  Capehart:  Enclosed  is  copy 
of  a  memorandum  from  the  American  Title 
Association  to  Robert  Dechert,  General 
Counsel,  Department  of  Defense,  and  a  copy 
of  letter  from  the  president  of  the  American 
Title  Association  to  Senator  Engle.  The  in¬ 
formation  contained  in  the  memorandum 
and  letter  will  give  you  in  detail  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  title  insurance  industry  with 
respect  to  section  415  that  has  been  in¬ 
serted  in  H.R.  5674  by  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee.  I  should  like  to  emphasize  two  points: 

1.  It  is  proposed  in  section  415  that  the 
Attorney  General  shall  furnish  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  an  opinion  as  to  the  suffi¬ 
ciency  of  title.  This  will  require  that  an 
examination  of  the  title  be  made,  as  various 
title  insurance  companies  have  found  on 
previous  Capehart  transactions  handled 
many  instances  in  which  the  Government 
did  not,  in  fact,  know  the  status  of  its  own 
title,  or  where  various  Departments  of  the 
Government  had  created  outstanding  rights 
in  third  parties  by  grants  or  licenses.  In 
addition  to  the  examination  of  the  title, 
there  are  many  other  services  that  a  de¬ 
partment  of  the  Government  would  have 
to  furnish  that  are  now  being  furnished  by 
the  title  insurance  companies;  and  the  net 
result  will  be  that  the  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payer  will  not  be  less  and  probably  will  ex¬ 
ceed  the  reasonable  charge  made  by  title 
insurance  companies. 

2.  The  proposal  as  contained  in  section 
415  is  another  step  in  the  Government  in¬ 
vading  the  field  of  private  business.  His¬ 
torically,  the  Government  in  disposing  of 
lands  has  only  conveyed  by  quitclaim  deed 
without  warranty  of  any  kind.  Now,  at  one 
jump,  it  proposed  to  engage  in  the  title 
insurance  business  by  guaranteeing  title 
in  every  respect.  It  is  disturbing  to  con¬ 
template  what  the  next  step  may  be. 

The  adoption  by  Congress  of  section  415 
of  H.R.  5674  will  be  a  disservice  to  the  mili¬ 
tary  housing  program  and  to  the  taxpayer. 

Sincerely  yours, 

George  C.  Rawlings, 

President. 


(See  above-mentioned  letter  to  Senator 
Engle,  and  memorandum  to  Mr.  Robert 
Dechert  following  the  letter  to  Senator 
Capehart.) 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  for  a  vote  on  the  amendment 
to  extend  the  Housing  Act  with  respect 
to  the  title  which  covers  the  Capehart 
housing  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina, 
Mr.  President,  I  send  to  the  desk  an 
amendment  to  the  military  construction 
authorization  bill  now  pending  before 
the  Senate  which  corrects  what  I  call  a 
technical  error  in  the  bill.  I  have  con¬ 
ferred  with  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  he  is  agreeable  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  refers  to  line  2  on 
page  47  of  the  bill  and  will  insert  the 
words  “now  Fort  Jackson”  after  refer¬ 
ence  to  Camp  Jackson.  The  purpose  of 
my  amendment  is  to  clearly  show  to  any¬ 
one  reading  this  bill  or  referring  to  this 
authorization  that  the  Camp  Jackson 
referred  to  in  the  bill  is  Fort  Jackson,  a 
permanent  installation.  Camp  Jackson 
was  officially  designated  a  fort  on  March 
21, 1956,  by  the  Department  of  the  Army; 
however,  the  first  reference  to  this  med¬ 
ical  facility  came  in  the  authorization 
act  of  July  15,  1955,  preceding  the  desig¬ 
nation  of  the  installation  as  a  fort. 
Therefore,  subsequent  references  have 
been  to  Camp  Jackson  rather  than  to 
Fort  Jackson. 

My  amendment  simply  reaffirms  the 
fact  that  Fort  Jackson  is  a  permanent 
installation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  on  page  47,  line  2, 
after  the  words  “Camp  Jackson”  it  is 
proposed  to  insert  the  words  “(now  Fort 
Jackson)  ”, 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  has 
rendered  a  service  in  detecting  this 
matter  and  in  correcting  it.  I  join  with 
him  in  asking  that  the  amendment  be 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  detected  in  the 
bill  that  the  words  “Camp  Jackson”  were 
used,  instead  of  “Fort  Jackson,”  and  I 
spoke  to  one  of  the  staff  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  about  it. 
I  was  informed  it  would  make  no  differ¬ 
ence,  since  the  original  act  provided  for 
Camp  Jackson,  but  I  would  feel  better 
to  have  it  listed  as  Fort  Jackson,  because 
in  1956  the  fort  was  placed  back  on  the 
list  of  permanent  stations. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  correct  name 
is  “Fort  Jackson.”  The  Post  Office  ad¬ 


dress  is  Fort  Jackson.  That  is  the  way 
I  think  we  should  refer  to  it. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston]  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 


TRIBUTE  TO  GEN.  MAXWELL  D. 

TAYLOR,  CHIEF  OF  STAFF,  U.S. 

ARMY 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  invite  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  to  the  fact  that  an  outstanding 
American  has  come  to  the  close  of  a  bril¬ 
liant  career  of  public  service  to  our 
country.  I  refer,  of  course,  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Gen.  Maxwell  Davenport 
Taylor,  who  this  afternoon  at  Fort  Myer 
takes  his  final  salute  as  Chief  of  Staff 
of  the  U.S.  Army,  culminating  nearly  41 
years  in  the  uniform  of  his  country. 
General  Taylor’s  service  has  been  one  of 
dedicated  and  selfless  devotion — in  peace 
and  war — to  the  security  and  defense  of 
the  United  States.  His  soldierly  accom¬ 
plishments  and  contributions  to  this 
cause  have  won  for  him  a  place  of  first 
rank  among  the  great  captains  of  our 
military  history.  But  General  Taylor 
has  proved  himself  far  more  than  a  sol¬ 
dier  and  commander.  He  has  won  ac¬ 
claim  as  a  thoughtful  scholar,  and  as  a 
military  statesman  possessed  of  pene¬ 
trating  insight  into  the  complexities  of 
international  relations  and  politico-mil¬ 
itary  matters  in  the  tense  world  in  which 
we  live  today. 

General  Taylor  has  truly  earned  the 
respect  and  esteem  of  the  Congress  and 
the  people  of  the  United  States — indeed, 
the  people  of  all  the  free  world.  There¬ 
fore,  I  believe  it  fitting  at  this  time  that 
as  General  Taylor’s  official  career  comes 
to  a  close  we  should  pay  tribute  to  this 
outstanding  gentleman,  who  occupies  an 
important  place  in  the  history  of  our 
times. 

V  Maxwell  D.  Taylor  was  bom  in  Keytes- 
iflUe,  Mo.,  August  26, 1901.  Following  at¬ 
tendance  at  Northeast  High  School  and 
Kansas  City  Junior  College,  Missouri,  he 
entered  the  U.S.  Military  Academy 
at  Wesl  Point  in  1918.  On  gradu¬ 
ation,  he^tood  No.  4  in  the  class  of  1922, 
and  was  commissioned  a  second  lieuten¬ 
ant  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

General  Taylor  entered  the  Army  at  a 
time  when  it  waiun  the  final  throes  of  its 
decline  followingv  World  War  I.  The 
world  had  been  mmte  safe  for  democracy 
and  war  was  never  todiappen  again.  Al¬ 
though  the  view  of  tnVyears  ahead  as  a 
career  officer  was  one  wfaich  might  have 
discouraged  many  lesser  \en,  he  entered 
upon  it  with  enthusiasm,  crmermination, 
and  a  zeal  for  seeking  the  farthest  hori¬ 
zons  of  knowledge.  \ 

In  the  lean  years  of  peacetime  service 
in  the  skeletonized  Regular  A rm\  Max¬ 
well  Taylor  laid  the  foundations  of  his 
global  perspective  and  military  compe¬ 
tence.  »  X 

As  a  young  officer,  he  served  in  Hawaii^ 
the  Far  East,  Europe,  and  Latin  America. 
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^ith  the  respect  and  esteem  of  every 
MSmber  of  this  body. 

iK  his  address  before  the  National 
Pres^flub  last  week  he  gave  one  of  the 
most  simulating  summaries  of  military 
judgment  that  has  been  presented  to  the 
country  fV  some  time.  I  hope  it  will 
receive  wid\reading,  and  that  we  may 
continue  to  nave  the  benefit  of  General 
Taylor’s  mature  and  well  considered 
opinions  on  oummational  defense  prob¬ 
lems.  \ 


CONSTRUCTION  AT  MILITARY  IN¬ 
STALLATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize  cer¬ 
tain  construction  at  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  Sena¬ 
tors  are  waiting  to  vote.  Some  are  com¬ 
pelled  to  leave  the  city.  I  do  not  wish  to 
rush  any  Senator  or  cut  off  anyone.  We 
have  a  very  few  amendments.  Unless 
some  extraneous  matters  intervene,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  we  can  dispose  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  in  a  few  minutes,  and  then  have 
the  yeas  and  nays  ordered  on  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  send  an  amendment 
to  the  desk  which  has  as  its  purpose  the 
substitution  of  an  armory  at  the  Mar- 
tindale  Army  Air  Field,  Tex.,  in  the 
amount  of  $210,000,  in  lieu  of  one  au¬ 
thorized  for  Houston  No.  1,  Tex.,  in  the 
1959  military  construction  authorization 
bill  in  the  amount  of  $323,000.  This  is 
a  substitution  requested  by  the  State 
Adjutant  General  with  the  approval  of 
the  National  Guard  Bureau  and  is,  in 
fact,  a  savings  to  the  Government  of 
$113,000. 

This  is  in  keeping  with  the  formula 
followed  by  the  committee  in  consider¬ 
ing  armory  construction. 

The  committee  added  no  new  armories 
to  the  bill,  but  did  agree  that  if  the 
State  Adjutant  Generals  and  the  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  Bureau  desired  to  substi¬ 
tute  one  armory  for  another,  as  long  as 
there  was  no  increase  in  price,  the  com¬ 
mittee  would  accept  such  substitutions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  70, 
between  lines  10  and  11,  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment,  it  is  proposed  to  insert 
the  following: 

Houston  Number  1,  Texas:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $323,000. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
another  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  55, 
between  lines  12  and  13,  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment,  it  is  proposed  to  insert 
the  following :  • 

Sec.  419.  In  carrying  out  any  project  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 


Act  in  a  foreign  country,  currencies  of  such 
country  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  480, 
Eighty-third  Congress)  shall,  to  the  extent 
available,  and  feasible,  be  used  in  lieu  of  dol¬ 
lars.  The  Department  of  Defense  shall  re¬ 
imburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
from  appropriations  made  pursuant  to  au¬ 
thorizations  contained  in  this  Act  for  the 
dollar  value  of  foreign  currencies  used  as 
provided  in  this  section. 

On  page  55,  line  13,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “Sec.  419”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “Sec.  420”. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  the  one  which  was  dis¬ 
cussed  earlier.  It  merely  provides  for  a 
broadening  of  Public  Law  480,  so  far  as 
military  construction  is  concerned,  by 
using  the  proceeds  from  surplus  com¬ 
modities.  Public  Law  480  now  applies  to 
schoolhouses,  farm  housing,  and  items 
of  that  nature.  This  amendment  pro¬ 
poses  to  broaden  it  whenever  it  is 
feasible.  We  shall  be  glad  to  take  the 
amendment  to  conference  and  see  what 
we  can  do  with  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  have  a  brief  statement  to  make 
in  connection  with  the  bill.  I  have  been 
in  conference  all  afternoon. 

First,  I  want  to  express  my  admiration 
for  the  members  of  the  Military  Con¬ 
struction  Subcommittee  who,  under  the 
most  able  chairmanship  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Mississippi,  and 
the  very  able  senior  minority  member. 
Senator  Francis  Case  of  South  Dakota, 
can  always  be  counted  upon  to  do  a 
most  thorough  and  dedicated  job. 

This  is  not  an  easy  bill  to  handle  and 
the  issues  involved  have  far-reaching  im¬ 
pact  on  our  national  defense  structure. 
It  has  never  been  handled  lightly.  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man,  Senator  Stennis,  a  few  questions  to 
clarify  the  record,  for  I  know  he  has  an 
intimate  knowledge  of  the  subject  pos¬ 
sessed  by  few. 

As  indicated  earlier  today,  am  I  not 
correct  in  stating  that  the  committee  ac¬ 
tion  now  reflects  the  so-called  revised 
plan  submitted  by  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  and  that  it  was  the  committee’s 
initial  intention  not  necessarily  to  point 
out  weapons  systems  which  should  be  ex¬ 
panded  or  deleted,  but  rather  to  insist 
that  the  Department  of  Defense  properly 
review  the  subject  and  make  decisions? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  immediate  con¬ 
cern  was  to  obtain  a  review,  and  then  a 
decision.  The  revised  plan,  to  a  degree, 
was  in  part,  at  least,  such  a  decision 
and  such  a  revision.  We  adopted  it  and 
put  it  in  the  bill.  However,  we  want 
continued  surveillance  and  continued 
reexamination  and  appraisal.  We  were 
not  trying  to  select  military  weapons, 
but,  after  all,  there  is  a  matter  of  policy 
involved.  There  is  not  enough  money 
to  go  around,  and  someone  must  make 
the  decision  as  to  how  much  money 
should  go  into  various  projects. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Am  I  cor¬ 
rect  in  believing  that  this  plan  does  not 


then  really  deny  either  the  Nike  system 
or  the  Bomarc  system,  but  requires  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  his  senior 
military  advisers,  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  to  make  the  decisions  and  forward 
their  recommendations  to  Congress? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  It  is  another  attempt 
to  obtain  more  clear-cut  decisions  on 
these  questions,  and  a  reevaluation  of  the 
various  systems  of  defense.  We  have 
not  yet  had  a  clear-cut,  unanimous  opin¬ 
ion  from  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  There  is 
one  other  area  I  would  like  to  mention 
briefly,  and  that  is  military  family  hous¬ 
ing.  I  know  the  Subcommitee  and  the 
Armed  Service  Committee,  of  which  I 
am  a  member,  has  for  some  time  now 
thoroughly  reviewed  the  military  family 
housing  picture  with  three  objectives 
in  mind :  First,  to  insure  that  our  people 
in  uniform  have  adequate  housing;  sec¬ 
ond,  to  insure,  of  course,  that  this  hous¬ 
ing  is  provided  on  the  most  economical 
basis;  and  third,  that  maximum  depend¬ 
ence  is  placed  on  the  local  communities 
to  provide  rental  housing. 

Would  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  care  to  comment  on 
this? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Generally  speaking, 
that  is  in  keeping  with  the  policy  of  the 
committee.  We  have  believed  for  a  long 
time  that  the  Government  got  more  for 
its  money  under  the  system  of  appro¬ 
priated  funds.  We  have  also  thought 
that  there  was  a  limit  to  the  percentage 
of  eligible  personnel  to  whom  we  could 
furnish  housing.  The  military  has  made 
a  real  effort  to  arrive  at  an  equitable 
plan,  and  we  have  insisted  upon  giving 
proper  consideration  to  local  conditions, 
and  utilizing  local  housing  when  avail¬ 
able. 

While,  for  emergency  reasons  we  have 
just  extended  the  Capehart  housing  pro¬ 
gram  for  another  year,  the  entire  matter 
ought  to  be  brought  under  complete  re¬ 
view  before  it  is  extended  again. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  In  further¬ 
ance  of  the  subject,  is  it  the  committee’s 
intent  to  survey  continually  the  needs  of 
the  military  for  family  housing  units 
and  to  insist  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  continuously  review  and  bring 
up  to  date  even  the  numbers  of  units 
now  being  authorized  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Oh,  yes.  That  is  cer¬ 
tainly  one  of  our  requirements. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  It  seems 
that  such  would  be  most  essential  and 
necessary  in  order  to  insure  that  the 
three  previously  mentioned  objectives 
are  accomplished,  for  certainly  while 
we  want  to  provide  the  military  with 
the  facilities,  it  must  not  be  construed 
as  the  intent  of  Congress  either  to  over¬ 
produce  military  family  housing  or  to 
completely  upset  the  local  communities 
where  such  facilities  are  being  estab¬ 
lished. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi  and  join  with  many 
others  of  my  colleagues  in  expressing 
our  compliments  to  him,  to  his  associate, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  and  to  tfie  entire 
subcommittee  members  for  their  most 
thorough  and  expert  consideration  of  a 
very  difficult  piece  of  leg'slation. 
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Mr.  President,  as  originally  presented 
to  Congress  by  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  with  the  approval  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  the  military  construction  authori¬ 
zation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1960  included 
a  request  for  a  taxiway-runway  access 
at  Hickam  Air  Force  Base  in  the  amount 
of  $1,299,000. 

This  request  was  deleted  by  House  ac¬ 
tion  and  the  Senate  Armed  Service  Com¬ 
mittee  also  omitted  the  item  because  of 
lack  of  adequate  testimony. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  is  now 
in  receipt  of  a  letter,  signed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Air  Force,  indicating  the 
current  and  future  need  for  this  facility. 

Secretary  Douglas  says: 

With  construction  of  the  new  Honolulu 
Air  Terminal  Complex,  operation  of  Air  Force 
functions  will  depend  on  this  taxiway  to 
provide  a  ground  movement  return  to  Hick¬ 
am  Air  Force  Base.  This  project  will  pro¬ 
vide  greater  ease  of  access  to  the  runway 
system  and  shorter  taxiway  distance.  Long, 
time-consuming  waits  are  experienced  in  get¬ 
ting  to  parking  areas.  This  is  extremely 
costly  in  wasted  man-hours  and  increased 
fuel  consumption.  In  addition,  Hickam  is  a 
major  terminal  and  a  parallel  taxiway  con¬ 
necting  to  each  runway  is  an  important  part 
of  any  major  airport. 

The  Air  Force  considers  this  to  be  a  very 
Important  project. 

Mr.  President,  because  the  Air  Force 
has  now  indicated  its  operational  re¬ 
quirement  for  the  facility,  I  shall  pro¬ 
pose  an  amendment  to  the  bill  under 
consideration,  providing  the  necessary 
authorization.  With  the  approval  of  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  and  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  I  offer  the  amendment  and 
ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  on  page  34,  after  line 
5,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

Hickman  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii, 
operational  facilities,  $1,299,000. 

On  page  42,  line  8,  strike  out  “$71,759,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$73,058,000.” 

On  page  42,  line  10,  strike  out  "$791,046,- 
000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$792,345,- 
000.” 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  upon 
reconsideration  of  this  matter,  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  willing  to  take  the  amendment 
to  conference  for  further  consideration 
of  it  there. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
agreeable.  I  think  we  may  want  to  get 
a  little  further  information  about  the 
matter. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Secretary  has 
written  a  very  strong  letter  on  the  sub¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  earlier, 
the  junior  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Yarborough]  asked  that  I  yield  to  him; 
and  at  this  time  I  do  so. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  wish  to  ask  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi  about  the  item  on  page 
76,  in  line  19,  by  which  the  construction 
of  1,600  units  of  family  housing  at  Fort 
Bliss,  Tex.,  is  authorized. 


A  communication,  under  date  of  June 
22,  has  gone  from  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  Representative  John  T. 
Rutherford,  of  Texas. 

In  the  letter  the  Department  states 
that  the  Department  of  the  Army  plans 
to  construct  the  proposed  1,000  units 
under  one  general  contract,  which  is 
considered  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  Government. 

My  question  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  is  this:  Did  the 
committee,  in  including  the  item  of  1,000 
units  at  Fort  Bliss,  Tex.,  intend  to  direct 
the  Government  to  let  that  contract  bid 
under  one  bid? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  No;  there  is  certainly 
no  intent  on  our  part  to  let  the  contract 
under  one  bid. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  There  is  wide¬ 
spread  protest  over  letting  the  work  out 
under  one  contract.  Contractors  tell  me 
they  can  build  the  housing  cheaper  if 
the  contract  is  broken  down  to  cover 
units  of  100,  200,  or  300.  Requiring  the 
1,000  units  to  be  built  by  one  contractor 
limits  the  number  of  contractors  who  can 
bid.  It  is  their  contention  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  get  better  and  cheaper 
housing  if  the  contract  is  broken  down 
so  more  contractors  can  bid,  and  thereby 
make  for  more  competitive  bidding. 
Yet  it  is  stated  that  it  is  intended  to  let 
the  contract  out  under  one  general  con¬ 
tract,  which  would  thereby  limit  the 
number  of  contractors  who  could  bid. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  We  have  had  reports 
that  there  were  not  many  contractors 
who  could  build  as  many  as  1,000  units, 
and  that  in  many  of  the  States  no  such 
large  projects  could  be  taken  care  of  by 
one  contractor.  Really,  the  only  bidders 
would  be  large  operators  from  a  great 
distance. 

The  idea,  of  course,  is  to  try  to  get  the 
most  for  the  Government’s  dollar.  If 
there  are  cases  where  local  contractors 
can  bid  on  a  smaller  number  of  units  and 
make  a  better  bid,  that  should  certainly 
have  a  strong  influence  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  in  issuing  the  bids  in 
smaller  units. 

There  is  another  point  involved.  Re¬ 
frigerators  and  other  appliances  are 
needed  for  such  houses.  A  contract  for 
such  appliances  could  be  let  for  1,000 
units,  even  though  the  needed  housing 
units  were  constructed  in  units  of  250 
each. 

I  am  glad  the  Senator  from  Texas  has 
directed  our  attention,  as  well  as  the 
attention  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
to  this  real  problem.  I  hope  the  De¬ 
partment  will  take  the  counsel  of  the 
Senator  from  Texas  and  others  and  work 
out  a  satisfactory  solution. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  for  his  handling 
of  the  bill  and  for  the  expression  of  his 
sentiments  and  opinion,  because  in  the 
area  of  Fort  Bliss,  Tex.,  there  is  no  con¬ 
tractor  who  can  build  1,000  units,  but 
there  are  a  number  of  contractors  who 
can  build  several  hundred  of  them. 
They  maintain  that,  with  their  local 
offices  and  organizations,  they  can  build 
the  houses  and  give  the  Government  a 
better  bargain  than  if  the  contract  were 
to  go  to  one  contractor  who  would  have 
to  come  from  a  distance  of  perhaps  a 
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thousand  miles  and  bring  to  that  area 
its  offices  and  other  facilities. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  make  a 
few  further  remarks  with  reference  to 
the  statement  by  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana  re¬ 
lating  to  the  housing  provision.  I  think 
each  of  those  Senators  made  sound,  con¬ 
structive  statements  relating  to  Cape- 
hart  housing  for  military  installations. 

Our  subcommittee  has  always  favored 
the  idea  of  appropriated  funds  for  mili¬ 
tary  housing  construction.  In  exercising 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject,  we  were 
not  trying  to  get  the  subject  matter 
handled  altogether  by  our  committee,  but 
were  merely  exercising  surveillance  over 
the  program  from  a  military  standpoint, 
and  determining  the  number  the  com¬ 
mittee  felt  should  be  built  at  any  instal¬ 
lation,  and  also  the  total  number  which 
should  be  constructed  throughout  the 
Nation  in  any  one  particular  year. 

Those  are  certainly  relevant  matters 
for  the  committee  to  pass  on  and  to  have 
the  responsibility  of  passing  on. 

I  again  emphasize  that,  by  adoption  of 
the  Case  amendment,  we  are  not  chang¬ 
ing  the  substance  of  the  law  or  amend¬ 
ing  it,  but  are  merely  extending  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  assume  there  are  no 
further  amendments  to  be  offered.  If 
that  be  true,  I  suggest  we  have  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered  on  the  passage  of  the 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  first  comes  on  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  John¬ 
son],  which  was  offered  a  little  while 
ago. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  further  amendments  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendments  and  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jordan]  and  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  is  absent 
because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  is  absent  on 
official  business  attending  the  nuclear 
test  suspension  conference  in  Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 
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Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  and 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken- 
looper]  are  absent  on  official  business  of 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  89, 
nays  3,  as  follows: 

YEAS — 89 


Aiken 

Fulbright 

Martin 

AUott 

Goldwater 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Green 

Morse 

Bartlett 

Gruening 

Morton 

Beall 

Hart 

Moss 

Bible 

Hartke 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Hayden 

Muskie 

Bush 

Hennings 

Neuberger 

Butler 

Hill 

Pastore 

Byrd,  Va. 

Holland 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Humphrey 

Randolph 

Capehart 

Jackson 

Robertson 

Carlson 

Javits 

Russell 

Carroll 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Case,  N.J. 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Schoeppel 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Keating 

Scott 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Smathers 

Church 

Kennedy 

Smith 

Cooper 

Kerr 

Sparkman 

Cotton 

Kuchel 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Langer 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

Lausche 

Thurmond 

Dodd 

Long 

Wiley 

Dworshak 

McCarthy 

Williams,  N.J. 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Williams,  Del. 

Ellender 

McGee 

Yarborough 

Engle 

McNamara 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

Young,  Ohio 

Frear 

Mansfield 

NAYS— 3 

Clark 

Douglas 

Symington 

NOT  VOTING — 6 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Murray 

Gore 

Jordan 

O’Mahoney 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  was  passed. 

*  Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was  passed 
be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  that  the  motion  to 
reconsider  be  laid  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
advised  that  the  parliamentary  situa¬ 
tion  is  such  that  Senate  bill  2280  should 
now  be  indefinitely  postponed.  I  so 
move. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  House  bill,  as  passed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  be  printed  so  as  to  show  the  amend¬ 
ments  adopted  by  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  at  this  time,  I  move  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  insist  on  its  amendment,  request  a 
conference  with  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  thereon,  and  that  the  Chair 
appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Russell, 
Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Salton- 
stall,  and  Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 


TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
FISCAL  YEAR  1960 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  I  re¬ 
port  favorably,  without  amendment,  the 
joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  439)  making 
temporary  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1960,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
I  submit  a  report  (No.  455)  thereon. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  pres¬ 
ent  consideration  of  the  joint  resolution, 
which  passed  the  House  this  afternoon. 

Tie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  joint  resolution 
(H.J.  Res.  439)  making  temporary  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1960,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Arizona? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
joint  resolution  is  the  usual  type,  in  order* 
to  make  provision  for  continuing  in  op''- 
Wation  the  functions  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  for  which  annual  appropriations 
forsthe  full  fiscal  year  1960  have  not  been 
perfected.  The  joint  resolution  will  con- 
tinue\hese  functions  for  the  Jnonth  of 
July,  ending  July  31,  1959.  / 

The  ^RESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  is  open  to/omendment. 

If  there  b&  no  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  third  read¬ 
ing  and  passagk  of  the  joint  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  439) 
was  ordered  to  a  tnird  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  TJexas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move/to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  idint  resolutions  was  passed. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  PrNjdent,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The /motion  to  lay  on  the\table  was 
agreed  to.  \ 


”  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pru¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  co 
the  consideration  of  order  No.  405/ 
Senate  bill  1451. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
1451)  to  amend  further  the  Mutual  Se¬ 
curity  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  with  an 
amendment  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert : 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Mu¬ 
tual  Security  Act  of  1959”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Mutual  Security 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  which  is  a  state¬ 
ment  of  policy,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  2.  Statement  of  Policy. — (a) 
Through  programs  of  assistance  authorized 
by  this  Act  and  its  predecessors,  the  United 
States  has  helped  thwart  Communist  intimi¬ 
dation  in  many  countries  of  the  world, 
helped  Europe  recover  from  the  wounds  of 


World  War  II,  supported  defensive  military 
preparations  by  nations  alerted  by  Com¬ 
munist  aggression,  and  has  soundly  begun  to 
help  peoples  of  economically  underdeveloped 
areas  to  develop  their  resources  and/improve 
their  living  standards.  / 

“(b)  Programs  authorized  by  this  Act  con¬ 
tinue  to  serve  the  following  pnncipal  pur¬ 
poses:  7 

“(1)  The  Congress  of  the  United  States 
perceives  the  identity  of  urterest  which  ex¬ 
ists  between  the  people  or  the  United  States 
and  the  peoples  of  other"  lands  who  are  striv¬ 
ing  to  establish  and  .develop  politically  in¬ 
dependent  and  economically  viable  units,  to 
produce  more  goods  and  services  and  im¬ 
prove  ways  of  living  by  methods  which  re¬ 
flect  popular  wifi,  and  to  establish  respon¬ 
sible  governments  which  cooperate  with 
like-minded  governments.  The  Congress  de¬ 
clares  it  to/be  a  primary  objective  and  need 
of  the  United  States  to  share  these  strivings 
by  giving  generously  of  our  knowledge  and 
substance  to  peoples  willing  to  work  ener¬ 
getically  toward  these  ends. 

“fl)  The  Congress  of  the  United  States 
recognizes  that  the  peace  of  the  world  and 
fne  security  of  the  United  States  are  en¬ 
dangered  as  long  as  international  commu¬ 
nism  and  the  nations  it  controls  continue 
by  threat  of  military  action,  use  of  eco¬ 
nomic  pressure,  internal  subversion,  or  other 
means  to  attempt  to  bring  under  their 
domination  peoples  now  free  and  independ¬ 
ent  and  continue  to  deny  the  rights  of  free¬ 
dom  and  self-government  to  peoples  and 
nations  once  free  but  now  subject  to  such 
domination.  The  Congress  declares  it  to 
be  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  con¬ 
tinue  as  long  as  such  danger  to  the  peace 
of  the  world  and  to  the  security  of  the  United 
States  persists  to  make  available  to  free 
nations  and  peoples  upon  request  assistance 
of  such  nature  and  in  such  amounts  as  the 
United  States  deems  advisable  compatible 
with  its  own  stability,  strength,  and  other 
obligations,  and  as  may  be  needed  and  effec¬ 
tively  used  by  such  free  nations  and  peo¬ 
ples  to  help  them  maintain  their  freedom. 

“(c)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
inasmuch  as — 

“(1)  the  United  States,  through  mutual 
security  programs,  has  made  substantial 
contributions  to  the  economic  recovery  and 
rehabilitation  of  the  nations  of  Western  Eu¬ 
rope; 

“(2)  due  in  part  to  those  programs,  It  has 
been  possible  for  such  nations  to  achieve 
complete  economic  recovery  and  to  regain 
their  military  strength;  and 

"(3)  certain  other  friendly  nations  of  the 
/world  remain  in  need  of  assistance  in  order 
flhat  they  may  defend  themselves  against 
aggression  and  contribute  to  the  security  of 
theSfree  world, 

thoseVnations  that  have  been  assisted  in 
their  rw;overy  should,  in  the  future,  share 
with  the.  United  States  to  a  greater  extent 
the  financial  burden  of  providing  aid  to 
those  countries  which  are  still  in  need  of 
assistance  of ’.the  type  provided  under  this 
Act.  \ 

“(d)  It  is  thdssense  of  the  Congress  that 
assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  adminis¬ 
tered  so  as  to  assikf  other  peoples  in  their 
efforts  to  achieve  Self-government  or  in¬ 
dependence  under  circumstances  which  will 
enable  them  to  assume  an  equal  station 
among  the  free  nationsNpf  the  world  and 
to  fulfill  their  responsibilities  for  self-gov¬ 
ernment  or  independence.  To  this  end,  as¬ 
sistance  shall  be  rendered  where  appropriate 
and  feasible  in  such  a  way  as>  to  promote 
the  emergence  of  political  units. which  are 
economically  viable,  either  aloneNpr  in  co¬ 
operation  with  neighboring  units.’\ 

CHAPTER  I - MILITARY  ASSISTANCE'S 

Military  assistance  \ 

Sec.  101.  Chapter  I  of  the  Mutual  Security 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  which  relates  th, 
military  assistance,  is  amended  as  follows : 
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i)  Amend  section  103(a),  which  relates 
to  authorization,  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a\  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  he 
appropriated  to  the  President  for  use  be¬ 
ginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1960  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  chapter  not  to  exceed 
$1, 600,000, 00Q,  which  shall  remain  available 
until  expended:  Provided,  That  of  the  funds 
made  available  pursuant  to  this  section, 
$1,100,000,000  shall  be  available  only  for 
assistance  to  countries  party  to  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  or  for  activities  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  in  such  coun¬ 
tries.  Programs  of  mlijtary  assistance  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  fiscal  yeah  1960  program  shall 
be  budgeted  so  as  to  come  into  direct  com¬ 
petition  for  financial  suppoiU  with  other  ac¬ 
tivities  and  programs  of  theSpepartment  of 
Tlpf  pnsfi  ** 

(b)  Amend  section  105(b),  ■fohich  relates 
to  conditions  applicable  to  military  assist¬ 
ance,  as  follows: 

(1)  Paragraph  (4)  is  amended  toVead  as 
follows : 

“(4)  Military  equipment  and  materials 
may  be  furnished  to  the  other  American 
Republics  only  in  furtherance  of  mission" 
directly  relating  to  the  common  defense  ol 
the  Western  Hemisphere  which  are  found  by 
the  President  to  be  important  to  the  secu¬ 
rity  of  the  United  States,  or  for  assistance 
to  an  international  military  force  under  the 
control  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States  for  the  protection  of  nations  against 
external  aggression.  The  President  annu¬ 
ally  shall  review  such  findings  and  shall  de¬ 
termine  whether  military  assistance  is  neces¬ 
sary.  Internal  security  requirements  shall 
not  be  the  basis  for  military  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  to  American  Republics.  Of  the  funds 
made  available  pursuant  to  section  103  (a) , 
not  more  than  $65,000,000  shall  be  available 
for  military  assistance  in  American  Repub¬ 
lics  during  the  fiscal  year  1960.  An  addi¬ 
tional  $31,500,000  shall  be  available  during 
the  fiscal  year  1960  only  for  assistance  to 
an  international  military  force  under  the 
control  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States:  Provided,  That  any  balance  remain¬ 
ing  from  such  $31,500,000  not  so  used  may 
be  transferred  from  the  military  assistance 
account  to  the  special  assistance  account 
(sec.  400(a))  and  shall  be  available  under 
the  terms  of  that  section  only  to  promote 
economic  development  in  Latin  America.” 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(5)  To  the  extent  feasible  and  consistent 

with  the  other  purposes  of  this  chapter,  ad- 
inistrators  of  the  military  assistance  program 
shall  encourage  the  use  of  foreign  military 
forces  in  underdeveloped  countries  in  the 
construction  of  public  works  and  other  a c-j 
tivlties  helpful  to  economic  development. 

“  (6)  Military  assistance  to  a  country  fotdid 
by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  be  underde¬ 
veloped  shall,  unless  the  Secretary  authorizes 
an  exception,  be  programed,  and  foi/e  goals 
shall  be  recommended,  according  to/fhe  prin¬ 
ciple  that  economic  development  /feeds  shall 
have  first  call  on  the  internal  /resources  of 
such  country.” 

CHAPTER  n - ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 

Defense  support 

Sec.  201.  Section  131/b)  of  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  which  re¬ 
lates  to  defense  support,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "1959”/and  “$810,000,000”  and 
substituting  “196 </  and  “$835,000,000”,  re¬ 
spectively. 

Devel6pment  Loan  Fund 

Sec.  202.  Title  n  of  chapter  II  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
which  rebates  to  the  Development  Loan 
Fund,  is  Amended  as  follows: 

(a)  /(mend,  section  203,  which  relates  to 
capitalization,  to  read  as  follows: 

:.  203.  Capitalization. — (a)  The  Secre- 
of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  and 
Irected  to  make,  during  the  fiscal  years 


1960  through  1964,  loans  to  the  Fund  in 
amounts  needed  to  cover  obligations  in¬ 
curred  against  the  Fund.  Except  as  provided 
in  section  204(b)  of  this  Act,  the  maximum 
amount  of  obligations  incurred  against  the 
Fund  during  each  of  such  fiscal  years  shall 
be  $1,000,000,000;  and  any  unused  portion 
of  the  maximum  applicable  to  any  period 
shall  be  added  to  the  maximum  applicable  to 
the  succeeding  period. 

“(b)  For  purposes  of  the  loans  provided  for 
in  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
is  authorized  to  use  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  any  securities  issued  under  the  Second 
Liberty  Bond  Act  as  now  in  force  or  as  here¬ 
after  amended,  and  the  purposes  for  which 
securities  may  be  issued  under  the  Second 
Liberty  Bond  Act  are  hereby  extended  to 
include  this  purpose.  The  President  shall 
determine  the  terms  and  conditions  of  any 
advances  or  loans  made  to  the  Fund  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section.” 

(b)  In  section  204(b),  which  relates  to 
fiscal  provisions,  after  the  first  sentence  in¬ 
sert:  "The  amount  of  such  obligations  also 
may  not  exceed  the  limitations  specified  in 
section  203(a)  of  this  Act  except  that,  to 
the  extent  that  assets  of  the  Fund  other 
vthan  capitalization  provided  pursuant  to 
action  203(a)  are  available,  obligations 
niay  be  incurred  beyond  such  limitations.” 

(\)  Amend  section  205,  which  relates  t< 
management,  powers,  and  authorities, 
follow: 

(1)  I\  subsection  (b) ,  strike  out  “ttfree' 
in  the  second  sentence  and  substitute  /lour”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (c),  strike  out /Che  last 
sentence. 

Tihhnical  cooperation* 

Sec.  203.  Tit*.  III  of  chapter  II  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Tkct  of  1954/  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  technical /cooperation,  is 
amended  as  follows : 

(a)  In  section  304,  wVcIi  relates  to  author¬ 
ization,  strike  out  “$15*000,000”  and  “1959’ 
and  substitute  “$179,5JTO,o^p”  and  ‘.‘I960”,  re¬ 
spectively. 

(b)  Amend  section  306,  ifrhich  relates  to 
multilateral  technical  cooperation  and  re¬ 
lated  programs,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  which\relates  to 
contributions/  to  the  United  Nations  ex¬ 
panded  program  of  technical  assistance  and 
related  fund,  strike  out  “$20,000,00*:  and 
“1959”  smd  substitute  “$30,000,000” Vmd 
“1960’ytespectively,  and  strike  out  "and\or 
succeeding  calendar  years  not  to  exceed 
per /entum  of  the  total  amount  contribute: 
toy  such  purpose  for  each  such  year”  and  i' 

oiBfeert  “,  for  the  calendar  year  1959  not  to 
'  exceed  40  per  centum  of  the  total  amount 
contributed  for  such  purpose,  and  for  suc¬ 
ceeding  calendar  years  not  to  exceed  39  per 
centum  of  the  total  amount  contributed  for 
such  purpose  (including  assessed  and  audited 
local  costs)  for  each  such  year”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (b),  which  relates  to 
contributions  to  the  technical  cooperation 
program  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States,  strike  out  “1959”  and  substitute 
“1960”. 

(c)  In  section  308,  which  relates  to  the 
International  Development  Advisory  Board, 
insert  "or  officers”  after  "officer”  in  the  first 
sentence  and  strike  out  “to  administer  this 
title”  in  that  sentence. 

Special  assistance  and  other  programs 

Sec.  204.  Title  IV  of  chapter  II  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  special  assistance  and  other 
programs,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  400,  which  relates  to 
special  assistance,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  which  relates  to 
authorization,  strike  out  “1959”  and  “$202,- 
500,000”  and  substitute  "1960”  and  “$244,- 
620,000”,  respectively. 

(2)  In  subsection  (c) ,  which  relates  to  as¬ 
sistance  to  American-sponsored  schools  and 
libraries  abroad,  strike  out  “$10,000,000”  and 
substitute  “$20,000,000”. 


(b)  Insert  after  section  400  the  following 
new  section: 

“Sec.  401.  United  Nations  Emergency 
Force. — The  Congress  of  the  United  States, 
recognizing  the  important  contribution  of 
the  United  Nations  Emergency  Force  to  in¬ 
ternational  peace  and  security,  declares  it 
to  be  the  policy  of  the  United  /States  and 
the  purpose  of  this  section  to/support  the 
United  Nations  Emergency  /'Force.  The 
President  is  hereby  authorized  to  use  during 
the  fiscal  year  1960  fund/  made  available 
pursuant  to  section  400  (/)  of  this  Act  for 
contributions  on  a  vol unitary  basis  to  the 
budget  of  the  Unite}/  Nations  Emergency 
Force.’ 

(c)  In  section  40g,  which  relates  to  ear¬ 
marking  of  funds/ strike  out  “1959”  in  the 
first  sentence  and  substitute  “1960”. 

(d)  In  section  403,  which  relates  to  re¬ 
sponsibilities yfn  Germany,  strike  out  “1959” 
and  “$8,200/000”  in  the  first  sentence  and 
substitute/*T960”  and  “$7,500,000”,  respec¬ 
tively. 

(e)  Afnend  section  405,  which  relates  to 
migrants,  refugees,  and  escapees,  as  follows: 

(Dr  In  subsection  (c),  strike  out  “1959” 
an/  “$1,200,000”  and  substitute  “1960”  and 
,100,000”,  respectively. 

(2)  In  subsection  (d) ,  strike  out  “1959” 
and  “$8,600,000”  and  substitute  “1960”  and 
“$5,200,000”,  respectively. 

(f)  In  section  406,  which  relates  to  chil¬ 
dren’s  welfare,  strike  out  “$11,000,000”  and 
“1959”  and  substitute  “$12,000,000”  and 
“1960”,  respectively. 

(g)  In  section  407,  which  relates  to  Pal¬ 
estine  refugees  in  the  Near  East,  strike  out 
“1959”  in  the  first  sentence  and  substitute 
“I960”. 

(h)  In  section  408(c),  which  relates  to 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization, 
strike  out  “four”  and  substitute  “five”. 

(i)  In  section  409(c),  which  relates  to 
ocean  freight  charges,  strike  out  “1959”  and 
“$2,100,000”  and  substitute  “1960”  and  “$2,- 
300,000”,  respectively. 

(j)  Section  410,  which  relates  to  Control 
Act  expenses,  is  repealed. 

(k)  Amend  section  411,  which  relates  to 
administrative  and  other  expenses,  as 
follows : 

(l)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “1959” 
and  “$33,000,000”  and  substitute  “1960”  and 
"$39,500,000”,  respectively. 

(2)  In  subsection  (c),  strike  out  ",  not  to 
exceed  $7,000,000  in  any  fiscal  year,”;  and 
insert  before  the  period  “,  and  for  expenses 
£>f  carrying  out  the  objectives  of  the  Mutual 
Tense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951  (22 
U!SlC.  1611):  Provided,  That,  in  addition, 
fuwfc  made  available  for  carrying  out  chap¬ 
ter  IVf  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  carry¬ 
ing  outdhe  objectives  of  the  Mutual  Defense 
Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951  in  such 
amounts  ae  the  President  may  direct”. 

(1)  After\ection  411,  insert  a  new  section 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  412.  President’s  Special  Education 
and  Training  fWd. — Of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  pursuant  \o  section  103(a)  for  use 
beginning  in  each  \cf  the  fiscal  years  1960 
through  1964,  $10,000)000  for  each  such  year 
shall  be  available  onlyS^s  follows: 

“(a)  $5,000,000  shall  bEavailable  until  ex¬ 
pended  only  for  flnancinj^tudies,  research, 
instruction,  and  other  educational  activities 
of  citizens  of  underdevelopN.  countries  in 
educational  institutions  in  the  ehilted  States, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  IsBtods.  Such 
financing  may  include  payment  lor  trans¬ 
portation,  tuition,  maintenance  and  other 
expenses  incident  to  scholastic  activities. 
The  President  may  employ  such  furies  to 
augment  programs  of  this  character  author¬ 
ized  by  section  32(b)  (2)  of  the  Surplus  Prc 
erty  Act  of  1944,  as  amended,  and  by  th> 
United  States  Information  and  Educational' 
Exchange  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  he 
may  consolidate  such  portions  of  such 
$5,000,000  as  he  may  deem  appropriate  with 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  votid  to  report  Smith,  bill  to  enact  Reorganization 
Plan  1  on  forest  land  authorities.  Committee  authorized  to  report  bill  on  Fri., 

July  3,  House  to  consider  resolution  disapproving  Reorganization  Plan  1  on  Hon. , 
July  6.  Both  Houses  agreedyto  conference  reports  and\leared  for  President: 

Commerce  appropriation  biLi.  State-Justice  appropriation  bill.  Senate  debated 
mutual  security  authorization  bill.  Senate  committee  vous^d  to  report  employee 
health  insurance  bill. 

HOUSE 

1.  FORESTRY;  REORGANIZATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committed  voted  to  report 

(but  did  noy  actually  report)  with  amendment  II.  R.  7631,  to  enact  the  provisions 
of  Reorganization  Plan  1  which  would  transfer  from  Interior  to  this  Department 
certain  authorities  for  the  exchange  or  sale  of  forest  land  and  timber  (p.  D556) 
The  Committee  was  granted  permission  to  file  a  report  on  the  bill  by  noon,  Fri., 
July  y  (p.  11373) . 

:p.  McCormack  announced  that  H.  Res.  295,  providing  for  the  disapproval  of 
Reorganization  Plan  1,  will  be  considered  M  ,n. ,  July  6,  but  any  votes  ot 
insures  that  day  will  go  over  to  Tues.,  July  7  (p.  11384).  Agreed  to  aVequest 
jy  Rep.  Smith,  Iowa,  that  debate  on  this  measure  will  be  limited  to  2  hour* 

(p.  11396). 


2.  COMMERCE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  ' 
on  this  bill,  H.  R.  7349,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement  (pp.  11304-6, 
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\ 
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11372).  The  House  receded  and  concurred  in  an  amendment  of  tbe  Senate  appro¬ 
priating  $30  million  for  forest  highways,  consisting  of  $26,250,000,  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1959, 
and  $3,750,000,  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  15 
[p.  11372).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


3.  STATE- JUSTICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  confc 

report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  7343,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement 
(pp.  11^01-3,  11371-2).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Presiden 

4.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  II.  R.  5674,  to  authorize  con¬ 

struction  at  military  installations,  including  the  use  of  foreign  currencies 
under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign  military  housing  construction  (p.  11369). 
Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed. 


5.  CONTRACTS.  Both  Hlsmses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  oi 
the  Renegotiation  Act  of  1951  for  3  years,  until  June  ^L, 
11369-71).  This  bii\  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Preside] 


H.  R.  7086,  to  extend 
1962  (pp.  11310-1, 


6.  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS.  The  Ilhd.es  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration 

of  H.  R.  7645,  to  provider  additional  authority  to/GSA  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  acquisition  of  public  buildings /of  the  Federal  Government, 
pp.  11395,  11409 

7.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Thsular  Affai/s  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

H.  R.  804,  to  authorize  Interior\:o  construct  and  maintain  the  Spolcane  Valley 
Federal  reclamation  project,  Wash.\and  J/da.  (H.  Rept.  622).  p.  11409 

8.  PATENTS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  H.  R.  4059,  with  amendment,  to  amend 

title  28  of  the  U.  S.  Code  to  protect  copyrights  from  Government  infringement 
(H.  Rept.  624),  and  H.  R.  2739,  wLthout  amendment,  to  fix  the  fees  payable  to 
the  Patent  Office  on  patents  (H./Rept.  623)1.  p.  11409 

9.  INFLATION.  Rep.  Schwengel  discussed  the  danger  of  inflation,  and  stated  that 

it  ’  leads  in  only  one  direction  --  to  the  destruction  of  our  system  of  free 
competition."  pp.  11396-9/ 

10.  RESEARCH.  Received  a  NeJ*r.  Legislature  resolution  ulsging  the  establishment  of 

a  laboratory  at  the  Unlv.  of  Nebraska  College  of  Agriculture  "for  the  purpose 
of  doing  both  basic  /md  applied  research  on  problems  concerned  with  finding 
new  uses  and  outlet's  for  agricultural  products."  p.  Il4i0 

11.  WATER  RIGHTS.  Received  an  Ill.  Legislature  resolution  favo^ng  the  preservation 
of  State  water/rights,  pp.  11410 

12.  LEGISLATIVE /PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announced  the  following  legislative  program: 
Mon.,  July  6:  H.  Res.  295,  disapproving  Reorganization  Plan  1  orv\forestrv; 
Consent  /dalendar;  and  S.  726,  enforcement  of  antitrust  laws;  Tues.  Nmd  remain- 
der  of/the  week:  Private  Calendar  and  H.  R.  7645,  granting  additional  authori¬ 
ty  to  GSA  over  public  buildings,  p.  11384 


/ 


SENATE 

TUAL  SECURITY.  Continued  debate  on  S.  1451,  the  mutual  security  authorization 
bill  for  1959  (pp.  11272,  11266-7,  11306,  11309,  11312-48,  11351-62). 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Johnson  which  would  direct  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  submit  to  Congress  by  Jan.  3,  1960,  a  specific  plan  for  the  creation 
of  a  Center  for  Cultural  and  Technical  Interchange  between  the  East  and  West 
(pp.  11312-3)  . 


House  of  Representatives 


The  Houfce  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplam,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  flae  following  prayer: 

Genesis  24:  4 (KThe  Lord  will  send  His 
angel  with  thee,  chad  prosper  thy  ifiay. 

Almighty  God,  atoart  from  whom  we 
have  neither  wisdomSnor  understanding,- 
Thou  art  aware  of  oumany  daily  needs 
and  acquainted  with  the^things  which  so 
frequently  cloud  our  mimls  and  disturb 
our  emotions. 

Grant  unto  us'  Thy  peacSvto  sustain 
and  strengthen  us  and  Thy  divme  power 
that  will  enable  us  to  think  clearly  and 
act  wisely  and  live  happily. 

May  the  duties  and  tasks  of  oui\high 
vocation  never  lose  their  sanctity  \<nd 
solemnity  and,  at  the  beginning  of  eah 
new  day,  may  we  review  the  vows,  whicf 
we  have  taken,  and  resolve  to  serve  Thee ' 
and  our  generation  faithfully. 

Inspire  us  with  a  greater  zeal  to  seek 
the  welfare  and  share  in  the  interests  of 
others  and  may  they  feel  our  friendly 
spirit  and  sense  our  good  will  toward 
them  and  find  encouragement  in  our 
sympathy  and  kindness. 

Hear  us  in  the  name  of  our  blessed 
Lord  who  went  about  doing  good  and 
whose  thoughts  concerning  us  are  those 
of  love  and  peace.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


Wednesday,  July  1,  1959 

Jtjne  30,  1959. 

The  Honorable  The  Speaker, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Sir:  Pursuant  to  authority  granted,  the 
Clerk  received  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  Tuesday,  June  30,  1959,  the  following 
messages: 

That  the  Senate  passed  House  Joint  Reso¬ 
lution  439  entitled  “Joint  resolution  making 
temporary  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
1960,  and  for  other  purposes”; 

That  the  Senate  agree  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  entitled 
“An  act  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes”; 

That  the  Senate  agree  to  the  amendments 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  ,tne 
amendments  of  the  Senate  Nos.  16,  26,/and 
30  to  said  bill;  and 

.That  the  Vice  President  appointed  Mr. 
JotaNSTON  of  South  Carolina  and  Mr.  Carl- 
soNVnembers  of  the  joint  select /Committee 
on  toe  part  of  the  Senate,  as  .provided  for 
in  theNact  of  August  5,  1939, /entitled  “An 
act  to  provide  for  the  disposition  of  certain 
records  o\  the  U.S.  Government,”  for  the 
disposition  >of  executive  jsapers  referred  to 
in  the  reportW  the  Arc/uvist  of  the  United 
States  numberiqd  59-1 

Respectfully  yotirs, 

Ialph  R.  Roberts, 

Clerk,  U.S.  fftsuse  of  Representatives. 


act  to  authorize  certain  construction  at 
military  installations,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  Senate  amendments  thereto, 
disagree  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate,  and  agree  to  the  conference  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Vinson,  Kilday, 
Durham,  Rivers  of  South  Carolina, 
Philbin,  Arends,  Gavin,  Norblad,  and 
OSMERS. 


COMMITTED  ON  INSULAR  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  sit  during  general  debate  on 
the  bill  S.  1120  this  afternoon. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 
A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed,  with  an 
amendment  in  which  the  concurrence  of 
the  House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the/ 
House  of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  5674.  An  act  to  authorize  certain  con¬ 
struction  at  military  installations,  an pt  for 
other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendment  to  the 
foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference  with 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereonVand  appoints 
Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Stennzs,  Mr.  Jackson, 
Mr.  Saltonstall,  and  Mr.  Case  of  South 
Dakota  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

MESSAGES  FFfoM  SECRETARY  OF 
THE  SEN/£TE  DATED  JUNE  30, 
1959 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  lays  before 
the  Houte  the  following  communication 
from  the  Clerk  of  the  House. 

Clerk,  read  the  communication,  as 
follows: 


HOUSE/JOINT  RESOLUTION 
ENROLl! 

Mr.  BURLESON,  from\he  Committee 
on  Hoyifee  Administration,  reported  that 
that /Committqp  had,  on  June  30,  1959, 
examined  and  found  truly  enrolled  a 
joint  resolution  of  the  House  ol\he  fol¬ 
ding  title: 

H.J.  Res.  439.  Joint  resolution  makin^tem 
porary  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  J^ar 
1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 


TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
FISCAL  YEAR  1960 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  desires  to 
announce  that,  pursuant  to  the  author¬ 
ity  granted  him  on  Tuesday,  June  30, 
1959,  he  did  on  that  day  sign  the  fol¬ 
lowing  enrolled  joint  resolution  of  the 
House: 

H.J.  Res.  439.  Joint  resolution  making  tem¬ 
porary  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1960, 
and  for  other  purposes. 


r- 


AUTHORIZING  CERTAIN  CON¬ 
STRUCTION  AT  MILITARY  IN¬ 
STALLATIONS 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  H.R.  5674,  an 


EXTENDING  RENEGOTIATION  ACT 
OF  1951 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
7086)  to  extend  the  Renegotiation  Act 
of  1951,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report.  - 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  June, 
30,  1959.)  •  , 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
lf  5  minutes.  , 

r.  Speaker,  the  conferees  on  the  part  '• 
of  House  met  with  the  conferees  on  . 
the  part  of  the  Senate  on  yesterday 
afternoon  on  the  differences  between  the 
House  and  Senate  versions  of  H.R.  7086, 
a  bill  to  extend  the  Renegotiation  Act  of 
1951.  It  was  decided  that  the  managers 
on  the  part  Rif  the  House  would  agree 
with  the  Senate’s  conclusion  that  this 
program  shouldSbe  extended  for  3  years  j 
in  lieu  of  the  4  yews  proposed  in  the  bill 
-"fas  it  passed  the  HAhse. 

The  Senate  conferees  agreed  to  accept  ' 
a  provision  of  the  House  bill  extending 
the  present  2-year  carry  forward  of  rene¬ 
gotiation  losses  to  5  yean! 

It  was  further  agreed  th&t  the  House 
conferees  would  accept  an  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senate  to  increase  the 
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salary  of  the  General  Counsel  of  the 
Renegotiation  Board  to  make  it  on  an 
equalNfooting  with  the  salary  of  other 
generaKgounsels  of  other  agencies. 

It  was\agreed,  furthermore,  that  we 
would  go  atong  with  the  idea  of  a  study 
both  of  procurement  and  renegotiation 
policies  procedures  and  practices.  That 
was  done  after,  consultation  with  our 
distinguished  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia,  who  is  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  and  after 
consultation  with  \he  distinguished 
Senator  from  GeorgiaNvho  is  chairman 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  of  the 
Senate.  Both  gentlemen^  agreed  that 
they  would  accept  this  language  requir¬ 
ing  a  study  of  procurement  by  their  re¬ 
spective  committees. 

Then  we  have  directed  the  Joiht  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation  to 
make  a  study  with  respect  to  the  Rene¬ 
gotiation  Act  and  the  procedures  under 
it.  We  have  referred  specifically  to  tf 
Joint  Committee  for  purposes  of  studs 
all  of  the  various  material  that  was  con¬ 
tained  in  the  House  bill  and  the  material 
that  was  suggested  for  inclusion  by  the 
Senate.  These  matters,  therefore,  are 
not  in  the  conference  report  but  have 
been  referred  for  this  further  study  and 
report. 

Thus,  the  conference  report  does  the 
very  simple  thing  of  extending  the  act 
for  3  years ;  it  provides  for  these  studies  ; 
it  upgrades  the  salary  of  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  Renegotiation  Board,  and 
changes  one  provision  of  existing  law 
with  respect  to  the  carrying  forward  of 
losses  from  2  years  under  the  present  law 
to  5  years  as  was  provided  in  the  House 
bill. 

The  conference  report  was  signed  by 
all  of  the  managers  both  on  the  part  of 
the  House  and  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 
It  is  a  unanimous  report,  and  I  suggest  to 
the  House  that  it  is  a  satisfactory  solu¬ 
tion  to  this  problem  of  continuing  the 
Renegotiation  Act. 

Undoubtedly,  as  was  stated  by  all  of  us 
when  we  had  the  matter  before  the 
House  earlier  this  year,  we  cannot  afford 
to  permit  this  program  to  be  terminated 
at  a  time  when  expenditures  for  defense 
are  running  as  high  as  they  are.  I  think 
all  of  us  will  agree  that  a  lot  can  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  a  very  thorough  study  oi 
procurement  practices  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  of  the  policies  and  practices 
of  the  Renegotiation  Board,  becausemoth 
of  them  are  intertwined,  interrelated; 
both  of  them  can,  in  my  opinion;  be  im¬ 
proved;  and  we  hope  as  a  resmt  of  this 
study  that  we  will  later  be  m  a  position 
in  the  Armed  Services  Committee  and 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  to  sug¬ 
gest  improvement  in  berth  areas. 

I  feel  that  the  House/mould  accept  this 
conference  report  because  I  am  sure  it 
will  be  satisfactory/to  all  Members  upon 
full  analysis  by  t/ie  membership  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  Speakei/I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  ^rom  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Simpson]  . 

(Mr.  ilPSON  of  Pennsylvania  asked 
and  wa  iven  permission  to  revise  and 
extend/  remarks.) 


Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  support  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  to  H.R.  7086  and  urge  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  House  to  vote  in  favor 
of  its  adoption. 

In  summary  terms  the  conference 
agreement  includes  one  amendment  con¬ 
tained  in  the  House-passed  version  of 
the  bill  and  the  entire  Senate -passed  bill 
except  for  the  deletion  of  a  Senate  floor 
amendment.  The  House  amendment 
retained  in  the  bill  provides  for  a  5 -year 
carry-forward  of  renegotiation  losses  in 
lieu  of  the  present  2 -year  carry-forward. 
This  5-year  carry-forward  will  apply 
only  if  the  loss  occurs  in  a  fiscal  year 
which  ended  on  or  after  December  31, 
1956. 

The  Renegotiation  Act  is  extended  for 
3  years  with  a  termination  date  of  June 

30,  1962,  under  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment.  As  approved  by  the  conference 
committee  there  is  a  provision  relating 
to  the  General  Counsel  of  the  Renego¬ 
tiation  Board.  A  Senate  amendment 

providing  for  a  study  by  the  Armed 
■rvices  Committees  of  the  House  and 
Sdnate  into  procurement  policies  and 
practices  of  the  Defense  Establishment 
was  approved  by  the  conferees  with  th( 
studies'to  be  completed  and  reports  made 
thereon\not  later  than  September/30, 
1960.  Another  provision  approved  by 
the  conferees  directs  the  Joint/Com- 
mittee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation  to 
make  a  full  and  complete  study  of  the 
Renegotiation  Act  and  the  policies  and 
practices  of  the  XRenegoti/tion  Board. 
This  study  and  tnh  repo/x  thereon  are 
to  be  completed  by  nt\£  1/uer  than  March 

31,  1961. 

The  conference  a/e&ment  deletes  a 
series  of  meritorious  House  amendments 
and  one  meritorious  SenatX  amendment 
as  follows:  The/House  bill  contained  a 
number  of  am/ndments  improving  pro¬ 
cedures,  encouraging  efficiency's,  incen¬ 
tives,  and  strengthening  the  position  of 
small  business  in  contracting  ancNsub- 
contracting  practices.  The  Senate\>ill 
contained  an  amendment  providing  tn^t 
no  profit  limitation  could  be  insert* 
in  any  Government  contract  subject  to 
tl>6  Renegotiation  Act  even  though  such 
•iness  would  not  in  fact  be  subject  to 
'the  renegotiation  process  because  of  the 
$1  million  statutory  annual  minimum  of 
receipts  and  accruals  that  are  renegotia¬ 
te.  The  conferees  in  deleting  these 
House  amendments  and  the  Senate 
amendment  specifically  referred  these 
matters  to  the  Joint  Committee  on  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  Taxation  to  be  included 
within  the  study  of  renegotiation  to 
which  I  have  previously  referred.  It  is 
made  clear  that  subsequent  legislative 
action  in  these  areas  would  not  have  to 
await  the  completion  of  the  study  or  the 
determination  of  the  3 -year  extension 
proposed  in  the  conference  agreement. 
In  addition  the  report  on  these  matters 
dealt  with  by  the  House  and  Senate 
amendments  are  to  be  completed  at  the 
earliest  date  possible. 

The  conferees  have  made  it  clear  that 
there  is  no  inference  to  be  drawn,  inso¬ 
far  as  the  rights  of  contractors  and  sub¬ 
contractors  in  pending  cases  or  other¬ 
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wise  are  concerned,  from  the  fact  that 
provisions  contained  in  either  the  House 
bill  or  the  Senate  bill  have  not  been  re^ ' 
tained  in  conference. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  unanimous  con¬ 
ference  agreement.  While  the  House 
conferees  endeavored  to  retain  move  of 
the  House  version  of  the  bill  it/was  not 
possible  to  do  so  under  the  Exigencies 
of  the  situation.  It  will  be  recalled  that 
the  present  renegotiation  authority 
terminated  on  June  30,  /I959.  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  approximately  $20  bil¬ 
lion  of  the  $40  billion  /n  defense  expen¬ 
ditures  constitutes  ronegotiable  procure¬ 
ment  it  is  important  that  the  renegotia¬ 
tion  authority  he  continued  until  we 
succeed  in  completing  the  study  pro¬ 
vided  for  under  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  or  until  we  succeed  in  improving 
procurement  practices. 

I  regret/that  we  have  to  use  this  rene¬ 
gotiation/  method  of  recapturing  money 
from  the  people  to  whom  we  have  paid  it, 
presumably  because  they  have  rendered 
services.  We  do  have  to  retain  the  right 
renegotiate  contracts,  because  basi¬ 
cally  we  are  not  able  to  make  a  firm 
contract  in  advance  of  the  time  the  work 
begins.  It  seems  to  me  we  should  not 
establish  as  a  permanent  policy  of  our 
Government  this  unusual  method  of  re¬ 
covering  funds  because  a  corporation  or 
an  individual  has  been  overpaid.  That 
is  the  basis  upon  which  we  seek  to  regain 
the  money  which  has  been  paid  to  the 
contractor  for  services  rendered.  Of 
course,  the  right  way  to  do  the  thing 
is  by  competitive  bidding.  That  is  the 
method  that  has  been  traditionally  fol¬ 
lowed  in  this  country  for  generations. 
It  is  the  time-tested  and  approved 
method  for  doing  business;  but  because 
in  this  defense  field  there  are  areas 
wherein  we  have  not  seen  fit  to  use  the 
tried  and  approved  method  of  bidding 
and  to  utilize  competition,  we  have  had 
to  evolve  and  work  out  this  method  of 
renegotiation. 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
in  its  consideration  of  this  legislation 
.decided  to  adopt  certain  amendments  to 
\he  bill.  The  other  body  has  seen  fit  to 
direct  a  continuing  and  exhaustive  study 
under  the  leadership  of  other  committees 
of  tne  Congress.  The  conferees  have 
agreech  unanimously  to  go  along  with 
those  Senate  proposals.  I  was  pleased 
to  join  ifv  that  change  in  the  proposi¬ 
tion  made  \m  the  House  side  because  I 
believe  that  Vhile  this  bill  is  limited  to 
a  3-year  period,  if  as  a  result  of  these 
investigations  inequities  and  improprie¬ 
ties  are  discovered,  we  will  then  take  up 
the  matter  for  consideration  prior  to  the 
termination  date. 

I  think,  all  in  all,  ftois  is  a  good  bill. 

I  believe  it  deserves  th\  support  of  the 
Members  of  this  body.  I  s^sk,  along  with 
our  distinguished  chairmanSyour  support 
of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,^  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Vinson]. 

(Mr.  VINSON  asked  and  was  gwen 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his\e- 
marks.) 
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national  railroad  freight  car  supply;  S.  1845,  relating  to  patents;  and  S, 
increase  in  acreage  for  mineral  leases  in  Alaska,  pp.  13206-7 
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14.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS;  COTTON.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  Amendment 

H.  R.  '7740,  to  provide  for  the  preservation  of  acreage  history  anc^xhe  reallo¬ 
cation  of  unused  cotton  acreage  allotments  (II.  Rept.  728).  p.  11282 

15.  VETERANS'  LOANS.  The  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

H.  R.  7903,  tso  extend  the  veterans'  guaranteed  and  direct  lo4n  program  for  two 
years  (H.  Rep\  726)  .  p.  13282 

16.  LANDS;  MINERALS.  YTie  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  the  fol¬ 

lowing  bills:  H.  Rc  6939,  with  amendment,  to  amend  th/ act  providing  for  the 
leasing  of  coal  lands  in  Alaska  in  order  to  increase /the  acreage  limitation 
in  such  act  (H.  Rept. >716);  and  H.  R.  5849,  without/amendment,  to  modify  con¬ 
ditions  under  which  Alahka  may  select  lands  made  jjabject  to  lease,  permit, 
license,  or  contract  (H.Nlept.  725).  p.  13232 

17.  LAMB  GRADING.  Rep.  RoosevelcVcommended  the  Secretary  "on  his  recent  decision 

to  retain  Federal  grading  of  \amb,"  and  stated  that  he  hoped  "that  in  the 
future  grade  standards  could  beVrevised  to/the  satisfaction  of  those  concerned 
without  proposing  anything  as  drastic  as /the  abolition  of  a  protection  as  im¬ 
portant  as  the  Federal  grading  on\eat./  p.  13271 

18.  INFORMATION;  RESEARCH.  Rep.  Daddario^pmmended  the  action  of  the  conferees  on 

the  Independent  Offices  appropriation  ojll  in  restoring  funds  for  the  trans¬ 
lation  and  dissemination  of  scientific  information  and  for  a  study  for  a 
National  Institute  for  Atmospheric  Research,  p.  13272 

19.  VETERANS'  BENEFITS.  Rep.  Wolfit  inserted  a  lett?iM:  by  a  college  professor  favoring 
enactment  of  S.  1138,  to  provide  veterans'  benefits  to  those  who  serve  in  the 
Armed  Forces  between  Jan. /31,  1955,  and  July  1,  \963.  p.  13279 

~0.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  Began  And  concluded  debate  on  H.  I?i  8385,  the  mutual  security 
appropriation  bill  to/  1960.  The  final  vote  was  delated  until  today  (July  29)  . 
pp.  13210-68 

Rejected  the  following  amendments:  (1)  by  Rep.  Alexander,  to  reduce  ad¬ 
vances  to  the  Development  Loan  Fund  from  $550,000,000  to  9500,000,000  (pp. 
13250-2);  and  (T)  by  Rep.  Dowdy  53  to  125,  to  provide  that\o  mutual  security 
appropriations'  shall  be  expended  if  such  expenditure  will  increase  the  public 
debt  (pp.  11254-5). 

A  point  >of  order  by  Rep.  Passman  on  an  amendment  offered  by  Rep.  Flynt  was 
sustained/on  the  ground  that  it  was  legislation  on  an  appropriat iWi  bill.  This 
amendment  would  have  provided  that  no  mutual  security  appropriation®  could  be 
expended  until  Congress,  by  concurrent  resolution,  found  that  budget Nreceipt 3 
exceeded  estimated  expenditures,  and  if  not,  the  appropriations  would  \e  re¬ 
duced  accordingly,  p.  13254 

Rep.  Rhodes,  Ariz.,  stated  that  "another  matter  requiring  long-range  plan¬ 
ing  is  that  of  local  currencies.  Many  of  these  programs  generate  local 
currencies.  Public  Law  480  generates  foreign  currencies.  It  was  said  in  th^ 
committee  that  if  this  is  continued  we  are  going  to  be  'up  to  our  ears  in 
rupees'"  (p.  13235).  Reps.  Passman  and  Curtis  discussed  the  large  amount  of 
foreign  currencies  (part  of  which  generated  by  Public  Law  480)  on  hand 
(p.  13244). 
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The  bill  includes  $550,000,000  for  advances  to  the  Development  Loan  Fun; 
$101,500,000  for  technical  cooperation  programs,  and  $2,300,000  for  the  payment 
.of  ocean  freight  charges  to  move  supplies  donated  to  and  by  American  vo)Aratary 
jencies.  Concerning  cash  grants  and  loans  financed  from  economic  fun4s,  the 
cotanittqq  report  raises  the  question  as  to  ’’whether  our  foreign  policy  ob- 
jecCs^v#s  could  not  be  equally  served  by  the  supplying  of  commoditise  and 
aes  rather  than  by  the  use  of  such  cash  transactions*” 


servi> 


21.  WILDLIFE. \  The  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation  of  the 

Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee 
two  bills:  \(1).  H.  R.  2565  (amended)  ;  to  promote  effectual  planning,  develop¬ 
ment,  maintenance,  and  coordination  of  wildlife,  fish,  ancr game  conservation 
and  rehabilitation  in  military  reservations;  and  (2)  H.  Ji.  7045,  to  authorize 
the  establishment  of  the  Artie  Wildlife  Range,  Alaska.  / p.  D677 


22.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  conferees  agreed  to  file  a 
conference  report  on  H.  R.  5674,  to  authorize  the  construction  at  military 
installations,  including  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480 
for  foreign  military  housing  construction,  p.  D678 


T 


\ 


ITEMS  IN  APPI 


23. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  reiharks  of  Sen£  Johnson  stating  that  "  ...  the 
development  of  effective  and  realistic  /arm  programs  is  important  to  us  in  one 
way  --  the  preservation  of  the  f^ily-/4ize  farm,"  and  inserting  an  editorial, 
"Top  Future  Farmer."  p.  A6487 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Bridges  discussing  the  farm  problem,  stating 
that  "the  situation  is  apparent ly/goihg  to  get  worse  before  it  gets  better," 
and  inserting  an  editorial,  "Dilemma. "\p.  A6490 

Reps.  Bentley  and  Jonas  ins/rted  results  of  opinion  polls  including  issues 
on  the  farm  program,  pp.  A6493,  A6528-9 

Rep.  Derounian  inserted  an  article,  "TheNSgg  In  Politics."  p.  A6517 
Extension  of  remarks  oft'Rep.  Schwengel  inserting  an  Iowa  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion's  letter  to  this  Dejfartment  and  stating  that  it  outlined  "some  of  the  mis¬ 
conceptions  which  are  prevalent  about  the  subsidisation  of  agriculture  and  th 
benefactors  of  these  Subsidies."  pp.  A6522-3 

Rep.  Multer  commanded  and  inserted  an  article,  "tKJiat  Makes  the  Farm  Problem?' 
pp.  A6531-3 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Levering  inserting  an  Article  discussing 
various  public .issues  including  the  problem  of  surpluses\and  farm  prices, 
pp.  A6537-8 


24.  FORESTS;  ALASKA.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Bartlett  inserting  an  article, 
"Eighty  Percent  of  Alaska's  Forests  Burned;  Little  Protection/*.  p.  A6491 


25.  FOREIGN/aFFAIRS.  Sen.  Monroney  inserted  an  address  by  Sen.  Gore  ihiyoring  the 
establishment  of  a  Foreign  Service  Academy,  pp.  A6499-501 


26.  SM/LL  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Patman  inserted  Rep. Roosevelt ' s  speech  discussing\the 
problems  of  small  business  in  the  food  industry,  pp.  A6502-3 


2 p.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Westland  inserting  an  articled 
"Big  Changes  Coming  In  Dairying."  p.  A6506 


23.  COTTON.  Rep.  Hemphill  inserted  an  article  urging  relief  for  the  textile  indus¬ 
try.  pp.  A6508-9 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Dirksen  defended  Department record  in  submitting  farm  program 

legislation.  House  passed  mutual  afecurity  appropriation  bill.  Both  Houses  passed 
appropriation  continuation  measured  Senate  passed  bill  to  increase  salaries  of 
Administrative  Assistant  Secretaries.  House  received  conference  report  on  Labor- 
HEW  appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Symington  introduced  ahd  discussed  bill  to  compensate 
producers  under  soil  bank  program  for  actions  based  orK erroneous  information. 


2. 


SENATE 

PERSONNEL.  E^ssed  as  reported  S.  1845,  to  increase  the  salariesNof  Administra¬ 
tive  Assistant  Secretaries,  including  this  Department,  to  $19,000\per  annum. 

The  bill  >6lso  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  fix  the  annual  rates  of 
basic  compensation  of  examiners -in- chief  of  patents,  subject  to  appX^val  or  the 
Civil /Service  Commission,  pp.  13337-8 

TEMBtfRARY  APPROPRIATIONS.  Both  Houses  passed  without  amendment  11.  J.  Res\  475, 
(e  continuing  resolution  making  temporary  appropriations  to  departments  a*Kl 
Agencies  for  August  pending  the  enactment  of  the  remaining  regular  approprr 
bills.  This  measure  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  13334,  13355-6 


ion 


r3.  FABil  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Dirksen  defended  the  record  of  this  Department  against 

charges  that  it  had  not  submitted  to  Congress  adequate  drafts  of  farm  program 


legislation,  listed  instances  in  which  such  legislation  has  been  submitted 
during  this  session,  inserted  testimony  by  the  Secretary  before  the  Senate 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  on  the  matter,  and  stated  There  is  the 
chronology,  in  all  its  naked  boldness;  and  I  know  of  no  way  that  it  can  b 
mied,  and  I  know  of  no  way  that  it  can  be  denied  that  the  responsibili~ 
nbt  on  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  responsibility  is  on  Congre 
p.  \3305 


is 
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4.  MONOPOLIES.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  716,  to  authorize  the  Attorney  General  to 
compel  che  production  of  documentary  evidence  required  in  civil  investigations 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  antitrust  laws.  pp.  13323-33 


5.  COTTON  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Jordan  urged  that  restrictions  be  placed  on  the  importation 
of  cotton  textiles  now,  stating  that  "In  the  years  to  come /  it  will  be  in¬ 
comparably  harder  to  place  restraints  on  imports."  p.  13301 


6.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT. \Sen.  Randolph  urged  the  enactment/fcf  area  redevelopment 
legislation,  p.  13jQ4 


7.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Sens.  JaVits  and  Young,  0.,  debat< 
Federal  expenditures  forXcivil  defense  protectic 


the  merits  of  increasing 
pp.  13313-5 


8.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Keating  ihserted  an  article  by  Under  Secretary  of  State 
Dillon,  "Imperatives  of  International  Economic  Growth,"  discussing  the  im¬ 
portance  of  foreign  economic  ai^l.  pp,  13299-301 


a 


HOUi 


9.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  Passed,  279  to  136<^ith  amendments  H.  R.  8385,  the  mutual 
security  appropriation  bill  for  1960,\fter  rejecting  a  motion  to  recommit 
(see  Digest  127  for  a  summary  of/the  amendments  considered  and  for  a  listing 
of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  Affecting  this  Department),  pp.  13354-5,  13366-7 


10.  PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATION  BjLL  FOR  1960.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  this  bill, 
H.  R.  7509. (p.  13355).  Senate  conferees  have^already  been  appointed. 


11.  LABOR-HEW  APPROPRIATION /BILL  FOR  1960.  Received  tN^e  conference  report  on  this 
bill,  H.  R.  6769  (H.  Kept.  734).  pp.  13357-8,  133* 

An  amendment  concerning  the  promotion  and  f ur t he£\de ve 1 opment  of  vocational 
education  and  one  /concerning  research  and  training  grants  for  vocational  re¬ 
habilitation  were  reported  in  disagreement  (on  the  latter  amendment  it  was 
agreed  to  make jk  motion  providing  for  $12,700,000).  Another  amendment  provides 
that  the  apportionment  to  the  States  under  certain  sections  of  the  bill  for 
vocational  rehabilitation  will  be  on  the  basis  of  $29,267,08] 


INSECTICIDES.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  (a  clerical  error)  to  H.  R. 
6436,  t;b  amend  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  so  as  to 
include  nematocides,  plant  regulators,  defoliants,  and  dessicants  <p.  13356). 
ThiaHn.il  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


13.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Agreed  to  a  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  67)  which  corrected  a 
technical  error  in  S.  1928,  to  provide  for  U.  S.  participation  in  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank  (p.  13356).  This  bill  (S.  1928)  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President. 


14.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  5674,  to  authorize 

construction  at  military  installations  including  the  use  of  foreign  currencies 

under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign  military  housing  construction  (H.  Rept.  729). 
pp.  13342-54,  iJ3oU~ 
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MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION,  FISCAL 

YEAR,  1960 


July  29,  1959. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Air.  Vinson,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  5674] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to 
authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to 
recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  ? 

■  W 

TITLE  I  / 

) 

Sec.  101 .  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop  military 
installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  re¬ 
habilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for 
the  following  projects: 

& 

Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 

(< Ordnance  Corps ) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Training  facilities  and  troop 
housing,  $785,000. 

Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsylvania:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$454,000. 


/ 
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Bedstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Operational  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$5,292,600. 

Savanna  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities,  $1 ,160,000. 

(' Quartermaster  Corps ) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  troop  housing,  $414,000. 

Columbus  General  Depot,  Ohio:  Utilities,  $2,783,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
$270,000. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  operational  facilities,  and  utilities,  $532,000. 

(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  ILuachuca,  Arizona:  Operational  facilities ,  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,230,000. 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia:  Operational  facilities,  medical  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1 ,376,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Hospital  and  medical  facilities,  $4,285,500. 

Charleston  Transportation  Depot,  South  Carolina:  Family  housing , 
$190,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Medical  facilities  and  utilities, 
$188,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 

(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities ,  $59,000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $64,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

A.  P  .Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $229,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,541 ,000. 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $2,530,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Training  facilities  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$1,090,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  community  facilities ,  $1 ,228,000. 
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Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Utilities,  $2,800,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $2,686,000. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 

( Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities ,  troop .  housing, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and 

utilities,  $7,260,000.  .. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities  and 

maintenance  facilities,  $840,000. 

Fort  Sill,  'Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $5,337,000. 

{Fifth  Army  Area) 

I  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities,  $160,000. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational  facilities,  medical  facilities 

and  utilities,  $553,000.  .  .  .  . 

Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri:  Administrative  facilities, 

$261,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California:  Utilities,  $218,000. 

(United  States  Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New  York:  Family 
housing  and  utilities,  $6,303,000. 

(Alaska  Command  Area) 

Fort  Greely:  Family  housing  and  community  facilities,  $2 ,395 ,000 . 
Fort  Richardson:  Training  facilities,  $321,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  and  Support  Facilities) 

^  Various  locations:  Family  housing,  $1 ,646 ,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities  and  utilities,  $13,194,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Helemano,  Hawaii:  Real  estate,  $90,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities  and  community 

■facilities,  $1 ,259,000.  .  ... 

Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa:  Training  facilities,  $217,000. 

Pacific  Scatter  System:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,104,000. 
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( Caribbean  Command  Area ) 

Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facilities,  $ 228,000 . 

( European  Command  Area ) 

France:  Training  facilities ,  $140,000. 

Germany:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $10,338,000. 

Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities,  $1 ,973,000. 

( Army  Security  Agency ) 

Various  locations:  Administrative  facilities,  operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities ,  troop  housing,  medical  facilities ,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  family  housing,  and  utilities,  $5 ,573 ,000 . 

( Strategic  Army  Communications ) 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,288,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop  classified 
military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting, 
rehabilitating ,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in- 
F.uding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $81 ,830,000. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop 
Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction  made 
necessary  by  changes  in  Army  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new 
and  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements ,  or  improved  pro¬ 
duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  deferral  of 
such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military  construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in 
connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  totol  amount 
of  $10,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  desig-  | 
nee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under 
this  section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This 
authorization  will  expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  oi  Representatives  have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this 
section  prior  to  that  dale. 

( b )  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  638 )  is 
hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public  works  projects  thereunder  concern¬ 
ing  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  104 ■  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  407  of  the 
Act  of  September  1 ,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  other¬ 
wise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community 
facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  ac- 
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quired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  45  4)  or  through  other  commodity 
transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  4-00  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  12, 157  units  and  community  facilities . 

(■ b )  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

ARADCOM  Tac  Sites,  575  units. 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  200  units. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1 ,000  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  800  units. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  867  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 

Fort  Ord,  California,  500  units. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts,  1,200  units. 

Outside  the  United  States 

Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Rico,  150  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  “ Continental  United  States”,  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “ technical  services  facilities  ( Ord¬ 
nance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland, 
strike  out  “$2,288,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,613,000” . 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Quar¬ 
termaster  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  New  Cumberland  General  Depot, 
Pennsylvania,  strike  out  “$464,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$597,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Signal 
Corps)” ,  with  respect  to  Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$1 ,936,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,276,000” . 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “ field  forces  facilities  (Fifth  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  strike  out 
“$ 4,663,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,051,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394 ,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$118,101 ,000”  and  “$295,580,000” , 
respectively . 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop  military 
installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  re¬ 
habilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
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site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance  facilities, 

$1,422,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$365,000. 

David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Maryland:  Research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  $318,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Subsidence  protective 
measures,  $500,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut:  Troop  housing, 
utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,146,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Operational  facilities , 
and  maintenance  and  production  facilities,  $3 ,497 ,000 . 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Operational  facilities, 
$7,353,000. 

Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island,  California:  Utilities,  $701,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

( Naval  Air  Training  Stations ) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities ; 
and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Field,  Bravo,  operational  and  training  facilities , 
utilities  and  ground  improvements ,  and  real  estate,  $5 ,147 ,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Florida:  Community  facilities,  $400,- 

000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida:  Operational  and 
training  facilities ,  and  real  estate,  $2,811,000. 

I 

{Fleet  Support  Air  Stations ) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  and  medical 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $26,584,250. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California:  Operational  facilities, 
$305,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia:  Operational  facilities,  $336,000. 

{Marine  Corps  Air  Station) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South  Carolina: 
Operational  facilities,  $51 ,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California:  Operational  facilities, 

$48,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California:  Troop  housing , 
$ 2,216,000 . 
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Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $3,851 ,000. 

(, Special  Purpose  Air  Stations ) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp 
Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
troop  housing,  $1 ,051 ,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey:  Utilities,  $726,000. 

Naval  Air  Station ,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland:  Research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  $1 ,050,000. 

Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  $333,000. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Operational  facilities , 
maintenance  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities ,  administrative  facilities ,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements ;  at  Point 
Arguello,  maintenance  facilities ,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities , 
ammunition  storage  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and, 
utilities  and  ground  improvements;  and,  at  various  Pacific  islands,  oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  troop 
housing,  $30,000,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne,  New  Jersey:  Administrative  facilities , 
$123,000. 

Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities ,  $113,000. 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  California:  Administrative  facilities, 

$100,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California:  Utilities,  $432,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina:  Operational  and 
training  facilities ,  and  ammunition  storage  facilities,  $328,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities ,  ammunition  storage  facilities,  and  utilities ,  $1 ,137 ,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head,  Maryland:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities ,  $972,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Utilities,  $1 ,025,000. 

Naval  Communication  Training  Center,  Lorry  Field,  Florida:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $1 ,000 ,000 . 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Troop  housing  and 
utilities,  $4,712,000. 

Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Real  estate,  $81,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Utilities,  $144  f  00. 
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MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Medical  research  facilities,  $75,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Kodiak,  Alaska:  Operational 
jacilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Cape  Chiniak,  Alaska:  Operational 
jacilities,  $40,000. 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Operational  ja¬ 
cilities,  $1 ,781 ,000. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West  Virginia:  Main¬ 
tenance  jacilities,  medical  jacilities,  administrative  jacilities,  supply 
jacilities,  troop  housing,  community  jacilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $3,957 ,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine:  Operational 
jacilities,  maintenance  jacilities,  supply  jacilities,  community  jacilities, 
administrative  jacilities,  and  ground  improvemements,  $3,179,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine:  Troop  housing, 
$271,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory ,  District  oj  Columbia:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment  and  test  jacilities,  $1 ,591 ,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Operational 
facilities,  $507,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop  housing  and  community 
jacilities,  $4,133,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan:  Operational  jacilities ,  $1 ,640,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing,  $295,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon,  Philippine  Islands:  Opera¬ 
tional  jacilities ,  $76,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Territory  oj  Hawaii: 
Operational  jacilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational  jacilities, 
hospital  and  medical  jacilities ,  troop  housing,  community  jacilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvemements,  $3,579,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain:  Operational  facilities,  $5 ,400 ,000 . 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii: 
Supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $4,796,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel,  Turkey:  Utilities, 
$105,000. 
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Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland:  Troop  housing, 
$267,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii:  Utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  $350,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa:  Operational  facilities, 
$2,038,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto  Rico:  htilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii:  Utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  $ 274,000 . 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Pub'ic  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  and  real  estate,  $10,94-7,000. 

Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities,  $760,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of.  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop  classified 
|  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting, 
rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  includ¬ 
ing  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $18,495,000. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop 
Navy  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction  made 
necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new 
and  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements ,  or  improved  pro¬ 
duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  deferral  of 
such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military  construction  authori¬ 
zation  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with  interest  of  national  security,  and 
in  connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount 
of  $10,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives,  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  imple¬ 
ment,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under  this 
section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  au- 
.  thorization  will  expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public 
F  works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified  pursuant  to 
this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  646)  is 
hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public  works  projects  thereunder  concern¬ 
ing  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  204-  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  407  of  the 
Act  of  September  1 , 1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities 
at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the 
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Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  at  the  following  locations: 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston,  South  Carolina,  40  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California,  500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada,  106  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225  units. 

Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida,  40  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian ,  Mississippi,  320  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia,  Louisiana,  178  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500  units. 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  500  units. 

Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory ,  Panama  City,  Florida,  42  units. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia,  450  units. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West  Virginia,  142  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California,  150  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida,  229  units. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona,  100  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202,  “$72,785,000” ,  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$72,935 ,000” . 

(■ b )  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 2 )  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$72,785 ,000” , 
and  “$212,833,000” ,  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,935,- 
000”  and  “$212,983,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968.  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  201,  as  follows: 

(. 1 )  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  ( Naval  Air  Training 
Stations)” ,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Memphis,  Tennessee, 
by  striking  out  “$511 ,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$664,000” . 

( 2 )  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  ( Marine  Corps  Air 
Stations )”  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point, 
North  Carolina,  by  striking  out  “$273,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$330,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 2 )  of  section  402  the  amounts  “$312,004,000” , 
and  “$ 460,716,000 ”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$312,214,- 
000”,  and  “$460,926 ,000” . 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  a,.s  amended,  is  amended  under 
the  heading  “Inside  tile  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Under  the  subheading  “ aviation  facilities  ( Marine  Corps  Air 
Stations)” ,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River, 
North  Carolina,  by  striking  out  “$39,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$52,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facilities” ,  with  respect 
to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  by  striking  out 
“$1 ,469,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$1 ,596,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“ Outside  the  United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “ communication  facilities”  with  respect  to 
the  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istanbul,  Turkey,  by  striking  out 
“$130,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$320,000”. 
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(c)  Public  Law  85-2/4,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$280,856,000” ,  “$48,199,000” , 
and  “$337 ,611 ,000” ,  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$230,496,000” ,  “$48,889,000”,  and  “$387,941,000”. 

TITLE  III 

Sec.  801.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop 
military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing ,  convert¬ 
ing,  rehabilitating ,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for 
the  following  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Operational  facilities 
maintenance  facilities ,  and  community  facilities,  $766,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facilities ,  $190,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks ,  North  Dakota:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $2,309,000. 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Rafael,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $2,779,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Operational  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities ,  and  real  estate,  $955,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,755,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $523,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$3,371,000. 

NORAD  Headquarters,  Colorado  Springs  Area,  Colorado:  Operational 
facilities,  and  real  estate,  $10,000,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1 ,284,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Operational  facilities, 
and  real  estate,  $255,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities ,  community  facilities,  and  utilities ,  $866,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $612,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach,  A  ew  lork: 
Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $269,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$4,266,000. 
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ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,181,000. 

Elmendorj  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1 ,150,000. 

Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improvements,  $100,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska:  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1  ,- 
690,000. 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance  facilities,  $250,000. 

Various  locations,  Alaska:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  com.- 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,510,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Borne,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  and 
supply  facilities,  $676,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  facilities,  $841,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Operational  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1 ,180,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1 ,548,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities ,  and 
community  facilities,  $2,676,000. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Supply  facilities,  and  troop 
housing,  $900,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1 ,036 ,000 . 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $12,000,000. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullahoma,  Tennessee: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5 ,690,000. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  and  medical  facilities,  $787,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
$883,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $909,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts:  Training 
facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1 ,952,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational  facilities, 
research,  development,  and  test  facilities ,  and  real  estate,  $1 ,822,000. 

Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Research  Site,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities ,  and  utilities,  $616,000. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities ,  and  utilities,  $1 ,828,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Operational  facilities, 
$216,000. 
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Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Traininq  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,807,000. 

Lowry  Ajr  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational  facilities, 
$405,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities. 
$1,980,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance  facilities, 

$408,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  hospital  facilities, 
$7 ,047 ,600. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational  facilities, 
$250,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
^  $2,168,000. 

AIR  UNIVERSITY 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery ,  Alabama:  Administrative  facil¬ 
ities,  and  troop  housing,  $1 ,915,000. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  $391,000. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,'  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $20 ,000 ,000 . 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston,  South  Carolina:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities ,  and  community  facilities,  $822,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities ,  and  utilities,  $750,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey:  Operational 
Facilities,  maintenance  facilities ,  and  utilities,  $1 ,083,000. 
f  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities,  $253,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $110,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Supply  facilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $187,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas.  Operational  facilities, 
$300,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational  facilities,  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $41 6,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville ,  Arkansas:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1 ,099,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $1,725,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Operational  facilities, 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $1 ,484,000. 
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Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Maintenance  facilities, 
ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $425,000. 

Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana:  Utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $350,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio:  Hospital  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  community  facilities ,  and  utilities,  $3,915,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $621,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $264,000. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  and  maintenance  facilities ,  $895,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities ,  $1 ,07 1 ,000 . 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational  facilities ,  $292,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  South  Dakota:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1 ,445,000.  | 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $158,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  ILansas:  Operational  facilities, 
$762,000. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming:  Adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,461,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facil¬ 
ities,  and  utilities,  $3,661,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  $6 ,364,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Operational  facilities, 
$410,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1 ,036,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Maintenance  facilities, 

$164,000. 

Tnttle  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas:  Operational 
facilities,  $325,000.  4 

Lorinq  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Maintenance  facilities , 
$48,000.  _ 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Maintenance  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $866,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $712,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Operational  facilities, 
$6,052,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Operational  facilities, 
and  community  facilities,  $1 ,039,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,402,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1 ,361 ,000 . 

Ojfutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1 ,802,000. 
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Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Operational 
j facilities ,  and  maintenance  facilities ,  $542,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities ,  $1 ,134,000. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$21,533,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Satina,  Kansas:  Operational  facilities, 
$4,147,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,098,000. 

Vandenburg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc,  California:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $147,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Operational  facilities, 
and  ground  improvements,  $942,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knob  Noster,  Missouri:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $2,406,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,484,000. 

TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mexico:  Maintenance  facilities , 
$800,000. 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria,  Louisiana:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,468,000. 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Hospital  facilities, 
$1,820,200. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$540,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South  Carolina:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $151,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities,  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $557,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$2,249,000. 

Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,150,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Maintenance  facilities , 
$505,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Operational  facilities, 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $246,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  family 
housing,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$74,651,000. 
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Outside  the  United  States 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,199,000. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities, 
$1,299,000. 

Wake  Island:  Supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,21 1 ,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $21 ,778,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Utilities,  $106,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $1 ,809,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $6,996,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $15,160,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCE  SECURITY  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities ,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,908,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $16,987 ,000. 

Sec.  802.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop 
classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for  ballistic,  strategic,  and 
defense  missiles  and  ballistic  missile  detection  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating ,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $417 ,541 ,000. 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop 
Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  develop¬ 
ments,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements ,  or 
improved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military  con- 
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struction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  national 
security ,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  acquire ,  construct ,  convert,  re¬ 
habilitate,  or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon 
reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any 
public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will  expire  as  of  Septem¬ 
ber  30,  1960,  except  for  those  public  works  projects  concerning  which  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  655)  is 
hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public  works  projects  thereunder  con¬ 
cerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and 
|  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  30 j.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  407  of  the 
Act  of  September  1, 1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 1125),  as  amended,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  other¬ 
wise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community 
facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  ( 68  Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity 
transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  300  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  203  units  and  community 
facilities. 

Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  187  units  and  community 
facilities. 

Burderop  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom,  152  units  and  community 
facilities. 

Croughton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Greenham  Common  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  135  units. 

.  High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  136  units. 

)  Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  468  units  and.  hospital 
facilities. 

Ruislip  (West)  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  community  facilities. 

Sculthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  61  units  and  community 
facilities. 

W elf  or  d  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  community  facilities. 

Woodbridge  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  community  facilities. 

Classified  locations,  1,083  units  and  community  facilities, 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  the  following  locations: 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas,  100  units. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  400  units. 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  160  units. 
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Chanute  Air  Force  Base ,  Illinois,  100  units. 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  350  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  150  units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  4-00  units. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  3J+0  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  190  units. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyoming,  156  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  500  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  670  units. 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  240  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  520  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  470  units. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330  units. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

Boring  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  100  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  560  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230  units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  530  units. 

Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  820  units. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  400  units. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600  units. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  200  units. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  200  units. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170  units. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600  units. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350  units. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under 
the  heading  “Outside  the  United  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “alaskan  aid  command” ,  with  respect  to  Ladd 
Air  Force  Base,  strike  out  “$1 ,630,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,895,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  ( 3 )  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$160,705 ,000” ,  and  “$607,460,- 
000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$ 160,970,000 ”  and  “$607 ,725,000” 
respectively . 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended,  under  the  heading 
“ Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Montana,  strike  out  “$1 ,832,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$2,182,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska, 
strike  out  “$3,265,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,890,000” . 

( 3 )  with  respect  to  Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville, 
Wisconsin,  strike  out  “$15,552,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$16,655,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 3 )  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$542,161 ,000”  and  “$952,415 ,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  “$544,839 ,000”  and  “$954,493,000” ,  respectively. 
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Sec.  807.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  make  a  study 
of  the  need  for  grade  separation  on  “Old  Loop  No.  13”  which  traverses  a 
portion  of  Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  Texas.  Expenditure  of  $25,000 
out  of  appropriations  available  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  is 
authorized  for  such  study. 

TITLE  IV 


GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military  department  may  proceed  to 
establish  or  develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  Act  without 
regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended 
(81  USC.  529;  40  U.S.C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4174(d)  and  9774(d) 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 
temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  surveys,  admin¬ 
istration,  overhead,  planning ,  and  supervision  incident  to  construction. 
That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under 
section  855  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  255),  and, 
■even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real, 
estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and 
interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange 
of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  appropriations  for  public 
works  projects  authorized  by  titles  I,  II,  HI,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed—- 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States,  $72,363,100;  outside  the 
United  States,  $24,210,000;  section  102,  $81,830,000;  section  103, 
$10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $ 188,403,100 . 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States,  $113,356,250;  outside 
the  United  States,  $35,300,000;  section  202,  $18,495,000;  section 
208,  $10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $177,151,250. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $296,897,800;  outside 
the  United  States,  $ 73,058,000 ;  section  802,  $ 417,541,000 ;  section 
803,  $10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $797,496,800. 

Sec  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II,  and  111  of  this 
Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned,  be  increased  by 
5  per  centum  for  projects  inside  the  United  States  (other  than  Alaska) 
and  by  10  per  centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  States  or  in  Alaska. 
However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title  may  not  be  mure 
than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects  in  that 
title. 

Sec.  404 ■  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with  section  2313{o) 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  contracts,  made  under  this  Act 
for  the  establishment  or  development  of  military  installations  and 
facilities  in  foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out 

* of  this  Act;  and  ,  ,  ^  „  ,  , 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller  General  have 
agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  adequately  auditing  those  con- 
tv  acts  * 

the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  requirements  of  that 
S€'d'%oin> 

Sec.  405.  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the  United  States,  for 
performance  within  the  United  States,  its  Territories  and  possessions, 
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under  this  Act  shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards 
and  Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and  supervision  is  wholly 
impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and 
supervision  of  another  department  or  Government  agency,  and  shall  be 
awarded ,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest 
responsible  bidder,  if  the  national  security  will  not  be  impaired  and  the 
award  is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
The  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments  shall  report  semiannually  to 
the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a  competitive  basis  to 
the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations  for  military  public 
works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary  of  a  military  department  in 
connection  with  the  establishment  or  development  of  military  installations 
and  facilities ,  and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are 
contained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  31,  1957 ,  and  not  superseded 
or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed,  except — 

(1 )  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appropriations  therefor 
that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in  the  titles  that  contain  the  general 
provisions; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as  to  which  appro¬ 
priated  funds  have  been  obligated  for  construction  contracts  or  land 
acguisitions  in  whole  or  in  part  before  July  1,  1960,  and  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guarantee  for  family  housing 
in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is  contained  in  section  302  of  the 
Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622); 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the  Line  of  Communi¬ 
cations,  France,  in  the  amount  of  $ 10,000,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609); 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  September  28,  1951  (65  Stat.  336,  343); 

(6)  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  507  of  the  Act  of 
August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  661),  the  authorization  for: 

(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  install ation  in  the  amount 
of  $2,234,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  101  of  the 
Act  of  July  15,  1955 _  (69  Stat.  324,  328); 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $369,000  that  is  con¬ 
tained  in  title  1,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69 
Stat.  324,  328); 

(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe,  in  the  amount  of 
$6,925,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  101 ,  of  the  Act 
of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,994); 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in  the  amount  of 
$1,060,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act 
of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994); 

(e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,300,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  994); 

(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  removal  for  flight  clear¬ 
ance  in  the  amount  of  $754,000  at  various  locations  that  is 
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contained  in  title  II,  section  201,  under  the  heading  Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facil¬ 
ities  ( Special  Purpose  Air  Stations)”  of  the  Act  of  July  lb, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332),  as  amended; 

(a)  operational  facilities  m  the  amount  of  $700, UUU  at  the 
Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Florida,  that  is  contained  in 
title  II,  section  201,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Fleet  Sup¬ 
port  Air  Stations)”  in  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 

991,  996),  as  amended;  .  ,  ,  , 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of  family  housing 

contained  in  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Sta\q3^%ptoJ}'e 
extent  that  section  504  of  the  Act  of  August  20  1958  (72  Stat. 
636  660),  made  available  such  authorization  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  family  housing  for  the  Department  of  the  Army  at 
Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania,  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison 
Indiana,  and  Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii,  and  for  the  Department  of 
the  Air  Force  at  Sundance,  Wyoming,  and  at  four  locations 
outside  the  United  States. 

(i)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of  medical  facilities 

in  the  amount  of  $5,000,000  for  Camp  Jackson  (now  Fort 
Jackson),  South  Carolina,  that  is  contained  fu  title  I,  section 
101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  Provided, 

That  the  unit  cost  per  bed  does  not  exceed  $20,000. 

(l)  medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $2,bb7,UUU  for 
Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln  Nebraska  that  is  contained 
in  title  III,  section  SOI,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat. 
324  344):  Provided,  That  this  authorization  shall  expire  on 
January  1,  1961  <  if  not  funded  prior  to  that  date. 

Sec.  407.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  352), 

as  amended,  is  further  amended  to  read  as  follows.  inaa 

“Sec  515  During  fiscal  years  1959  through  and  including  1962,  the 
Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force 

ized  to  lease  housing  facilities  at  or  near  military  tactical  installations 
for  assignment  as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their [  depend¬ 
ents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the  Secrdary  of 
Defense  or  his  designee,  that  there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities  at 
or  near  such  military  tactical  installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall 
be  leased  on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  seven 
thousand  five  hundred  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time. 
Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing  facilities  may  be  made  out  of 
appropriations  available  for  maintenance  and  operation  but  may  not  ex 

ceed  $150  a  month  for  any  such  unit.”  „ 

Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  30,  1957 
(71  Stat.  531  556),  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows. 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law,  and  effective 
July  1,  1958 ,  no  family  housing  units  shall  be  contracted  for  or  acgmmj 
at  or  in  support  of  military  installations  or  activities  unless  the  adual 
number  of  units  involved  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual 
^military  construction  a  uthorization  Act  except  (1)  housing  units  acquired 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of 

i  nr: z ■  (9\  rental  avarantee  family  housing  authorized  undo  secti 
of  the  Act  Stat,  606,622):  Provided  That  not  more 

than  five  thousand  units  shall  be  contracted  for  under  the  authority  of 
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such  section  prior  to  June  30,  1964;  and  (6)  housing  units  leased  for 
terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms  of  not  more  than 
five  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  2675  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code.'’ 

Sec.  409.  The  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may  acquire  by  lease 
for  indefinite  periods  of  time  real  property  in  the  Ryukyu  Islands  needed 
by  the  United  States  Government.  Rentals  for  such  leases  may  be  paid 
in  advance  from  appropriations  available  for  operation  and  maintenance 
except  advance  payments  for  periods  in  excess  of  five  years  which  shall  be 
from  appropriations  available  for  military  construction. 

Sec.  410.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection 
at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters  constructed  from 
appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Army  may  be  four-bedroom  quarters 
having  a  net  floor  area  of  1 ,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers 
holding  grades  below  major.” 

(b)  Section  7574  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection  at 
the  end  thereof: 

“(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters  constructed  from 
appropriated  funds  for  o  fleers  of  the  Navy  may  be  four-bedroom  quarters 
having  a  net  floor  area  of  1 ,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy  by  officers 
holding  grades  below  lieutenant  commander.” 

(c)  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection 
at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air  Force  may  be  four- 
bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for 
occupancy  by  officers  holding  grades  below  major.” 

Sec.  4U ■  To  the  extent  that  any  authority  provided  by  the  Act  of 
August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  686),  or  this  Act,  for  the  construction  of 
appropriated  fund  family  housing  at  locations  in  foreign  countries  is 
not  utilized,  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  the  number  of  housing 
units  so  authorized  may  be  accomplished  at  the  same  locations  under 
the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1119,  1125),  as  amended. 

Sec.  418.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall,  on  or  before  January 
81,  1960,  submit  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  complete  and  detailed  information  with  respect 
to  the  various  types  and  kinds  of  aircraft,  missiles,  and  naval  vessels 
being  procured  by  the  armed  forces  of  the  United  States,  including  the 
number  of  each  type  and  kind  procured  and  the  cost  thereof  and  the  num¬ 
ber  of  each  type  and  kind  proposed  to  be  procured  and  the  estimated  cost 
thereof. 

(b)  No  funds  may  be  appropriated  after  December  31,  1960,  to  or  for 
the  use  of  any  armed  force  of  the  United  States  for  the  procurement  of 
aircraft,  missiles,  or  naval  vessels  unless  the  appropriation  of  such  funds 
has  been  authorized  by  legislation  enacted  after  such  date. 

Sec.  413.  Section  109(a)  of  Public  Law  85-685  (72  Stat.  686,  641) 
is  amended  by  adding  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  thereof:  “How¬ 
ever,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  not  make  available  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  or  his  designee ,  for  sale 
pursuant  to  this  section,  such  lands,  or  interests  therein,  not  exceeding 
one  hundred  and  eighteen  acres  for  channel  straightening ,  and  four 
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hundred  acres  jor  a  temporary  spoil  disposal  area  for  a  period  of  ten 
years,  as  the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  to  be  necessary  for  the  im¬ 
provement  or  maintenance  of  the  Houston  Ship  Channel  Project.” 

Sec.  jlj.  (a)  Section  808(a)  of  the  National  Housing  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  last  proviso  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“ And  provided  further ,  That  no  more  mortgages  shall  be  insured  under 
this  title  after  September  80,  I960 ,  except  pursuant  to  a  commitment  to 
insure  before  such  date,  and  not  more  than  twenty  thousand  family 
housing  units  shall  be  contracted  for  after  June  80,  1959,  pursuant  to 
any  mortgage  insured  under  section  803  of  this  title  after  such  date.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations  for  the  construction  of  family 
housing  contained  in  subsections  104(b),  204(b),  and  304(b)  of  this  Act , 
the  total  number  of  units  of  family  housing  contracted  for  after  June  30, 
1959,  and  before  October  1,  1960,  pursuant  to  the  authority  contained  in 
such  subsections  shall  not  exceed  a  total  of  twenty  thousand  units.  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  determine  the  total  number  of  units  to  be  con¬ 
structed  by  each  of  the  military  services  in  conformity  with  the  provisions 
of  this  section.  The  Secretaries  of  the  three  military  departments,  or  the 
designee  of  each,  shall  promptly  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  any  determination  made 
hereunder  as  it  affects  each  such  department. 

Sec.  415.  Section  403  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subsection  as  follows: 

“(d)  On  reguest  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Attorney  General  shall 
furnish  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  an  opinion  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  title  to  any  property  on  which  it  is  proposed  to  construct 
housing,  or  on  which  housing  has  been  constructed,  under  this  section. 
If  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  is  that  the  title  to  any  such  property 
is  good  and  sufficient,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is  authorized  to  guarantee, 
or  enter  into  a  commitment  to  guarantee,  the  mortgagee,  under  a  mortgage 
on  such  property  which  is  insured  under  title  VIII  of  the  National 
Housing  Act,  against  any  losses  that  may  thereafter  arise  from  adverse 
claims  to  title.  None  of  the  proceeds  of  any  mortgage  loan  hereafter 
insured  under  such  title  VIII  shall  be  used  for  title  search  and  title 
insurance  costs:  Provided,  That  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his 
designee,  determines  in  the  case  of  any  housing  project,  that  the  financing 
|  of  the  construction  of  such  project  is  impossible  unless  title  insurance  is 
provided,  the  Secretary  may  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  reasonable 
costs  necessary  for  obtaining  title  search  and  title  insurance.  Any  pay¬ 
ments  by  the  Secretary  hereunder  shall  be  made  from  the  revolving  fund 
established  under  section  404(g) ■  Any  determination  by  the  Secretary 
under  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  be  set  forth  in  writing,  together  with  the 
reasons  therefor.  The  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  shall  be  promptly  notified  of  each  such  deter¬ 
mination,  and  of  the  amount  of  any  payment  made  by  the  Secretary  for 
title  search  and  title  insurance  costs.” 

Sec.  416.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of 
this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any  building  construction  project 
within  the  continental  United,  States  (oiher  than  Alaska)  at  a  unit  cost  in 
excess  of — 

'(f)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  warehousing ; 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing; 

(8)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  otficer  quarters; 
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unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of  special  circum¬ 
stances,  application  to  such  project  of  the  limitations  on  unit  costs  con¬ 
tained  in  this  section  is  impracticable. 

Sec.  417.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3 , 1958  (72  Stat.  7 8) ,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “$500,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$900,000” . 

Sec.  418.  Section  404(c)  (3)  °f  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  is 
amended  by  striking  the  first  two  sentences  thereof  and  substituting  the 
following  language:  “In  any  condemnation  proceedings  instituted  to 
acquire  any  such  housing,  or  interest  therein,  the  court  shall  not  order  the 
party  in  possession  to  surrender  possession  in  advance  of  final  judgment 
unless  a  declaration  of  taking  has  been  filed,  and  a  deposit  of  the  amount 
estimated  to  be  just  compensation  has  been  made,  under  the  first  section 
of  the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1431).  The  amount  of  such 
deposit  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall  not  in  any  case  be  less  than 
an  amount  equal  to  the  actual  cost  of  the  housing  (not  including  the  value 
of  any  improvements  installed  or  constructed  with  appropriated  funds)  as 
certified  ly  the  sponsor  or  owner  of  the  project  to  the  Federal  Housing 
Commissioner  pursuant  to  any  statute  or  any  regulation  issued  by  the 
Federal  Housing  Commissioner ,  reduced  by  the  amount  of  the  principal 
obligation  of  the  mortgage  outstanding  at  the  time  possession  is  surrendered, 
but  any  such  deposit  shall  not  include  any  excess  mortgage  proceeds  or 
1 windfalls ,’  kickbacks  and  rebates  leceived  in  connection  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  said  housing  as  determined  by  the  Department  of  Defense,  or  any 
other  Federal  agency.  The  amount  of  such  deposit  in  any  case  where  the 
sponsor  or  owner  has  not  certified  the  cost  of  the  project  to  the  Federal 
Housing  Commissioner  at  the  time  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  in  accordance  with 
the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1431):  Provided,  That  in  the 
event  there  is  withdrawn  from  the  registry  of  the  court  by  the  owner  or 
sponsor  a  sum  of  money  in  excess  of  the  final  award  of  just  compensation, 
this  excess  shall  be  repaid  to  the  United  States  plus  a  sum  equal  to  4  Ver 
centum  per  annum  on  such  excess  from  the  time  such  sum  is  deposited  in 
the  registry  of  the  court:  Provided  further ,  That  any  court  in  which  money 
is  deposited  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  require  the  furnishing  of 
security  by  the  owner  to  piotect  the  United  States  from  any  loss  by  reason 
of  a  final  award  of  just  compensation  of  less  than  the  amount  deposited: 
And  provided  further ,  That  the  deposit  required  to  be  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  without  prejudice  to  any  party  in  the  determination  of  just  com¬ 
pensation.  Unless  title  is  in  dispute,  the  court,  upon  application  and 
subject  to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subsection,  shall  promptly  pay 
to  the  owner  at  least  75  per  centum  of  the  amount  so  deposited,  but  such 
payment  shall  be  made  without  prejudice  to  any  party  to  the  proceeding.” 

Sec.  419.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  not  later  than  September  15, 
1959,  report  to  the  Armed  Services  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  the  results  of  a  complete  review  of  all  previously  authorized 
surface-to-air  missile  sites  with  the  assurance  (1)  that  the  review  reveals 
the  military  necessity  for  the  construction  of  the  sites  selected,  (3)  that  the 
performance  and  capability  of  the  missiles  selected  for  the  respective  sites 
are  in  consonance  with  military  requirements  so  as  to  eliminate,  insofar 
as  possible,  overlapping  of  missions  and  duplication  of  weapons  systems, 
and  (3)  that  particular  attention  shall  be  given  to  the  feasibility  of  modify¬ 
ing  or  expediting  any  of  the  missile  programs  for  either  defense  or  offense. 

Sec.  430.  In  carrying  out  in  a  foreign  country  any  project  authorized 
by  this  Act  or  any  other  Military  Construction  Act  heretofore  or  hereafter 
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enacted,  currencies  of  such  country  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  ( Public 
Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress )  shall,  to  the  extent  available  and  feasible, 
be  used  in  lieu  of  dollars.  The  Department  of  Defense  shall  reimburse 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  any  foreign  currencies  so  utilized 
in  carrying  out  such  projects. 

Sec.  4®1  ■  Titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Military 
Construction  Act  of  1959”. 

TITLE  V 

Reserve  Forces  Facilities 

Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  develop  the  following  facilities  for 
reserve  forces: 

{1)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

ARMY  RESERVE 

Aberdeen,  South  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Akron  (. Number  2),  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 
Allentown-Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Anderson,  Indiana:  Training  facilities ,  $136,000. 

Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

Aurora,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bardstoum,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Bellaire,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bloomington,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Bloomington,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bridgeport-Fairfield,  Connecticut:  Training  facilities  addition,  $64,000. 
Bronx,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 

Brownsville,  Texas:  Training  facilities ,  $152,000. 

Butler,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

Champaign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Chicago  Heights,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Chico,  California:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Cumberland,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 

Dallas  {Number  2) ,  Texas:  Training  facilities  addition,  $64,000. 
Dayton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities ,  $48,000. 

Delaware,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Detroit  {Number  1),  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $602,000. 

Detroit  {Number  2),  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $602,000. 

Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities ,  $317,000. 

East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $156,000. 

El  Dorado,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Evanston,  Illinois:  Training  facilities ,  $574,000. 

Flint,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $551,000. 

Fort  Smith,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities ,  $152,000. 

Fulton,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Gadsden,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $144,000. 

Galveston,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 
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Hammond,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 

Joliet,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $802,000. 

Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

La  Crosse,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

Lafayette,  Louisiana:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Malone,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Mankato,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Marion,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Meadville,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Milwaukee  {West),  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $602,000. 
Morristown New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

Mount  Vernon,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 

New  Orleans  {Number  1),  Louisiana:  Training  facilities,  $520,000. 
Odessa,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities ,  $160,000. 

Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities ,  $176,000. 

Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities ,  $176,000. 

Painesville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Pittsburgh  (NumberS),  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 
Purcell,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Rolla,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Rutland,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $148,000. 

Sacramento,  California:  Training  facilities  addition,  $61,000. 

Saint  Cloud,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $330,000. 

Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $61,000. 

San  Antonio  {Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $ 520,000 . 

San  Diego,  California:  Training  facilities,  $526,000. 

San  Alarcos,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Santa  Barbara,  California:  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $259,000- 
Springheld,  Missouri:  Training  facilities  addition,  $73,000. 
TJniontown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities ,  $220,000. 

Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities,  $802,000. 

Washington,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Washington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Washington ,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities ,  $136,000. 

Wenatchee,  Washington:  Training  facilities ,  $168,000. 

Westminster,  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  additions,  $1 ,788,000. 
Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $800,000. 

San  Jose,  California:  Parking  lot  and  drill  grounds,  $1. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
( ARMORY ) 

Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facilities ,  $55,000. 

Anchorage,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $276,000. 

Baltimore  {Dundalk),  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $215,000. 
Bayamon,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities ,  $150,000. 

Beebe,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
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Belen,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Benson,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Birmingham,  Alabama:  Training  facilities ,  $160,000. 

Bound  Brook,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Buffalo,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Butte,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 
Colby ,  Kansas:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Coleville,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

De  Witt,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Donna,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Durant,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Elyria,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $169,000. 

Farmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 

Flemington,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Freehold,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Gainesville,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Greeley,  Colorado:  Training  facilities,  $182,000. 

Hackettstown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Hazen ,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Idaho  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Inman,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Iuka,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $875,000. 

Jonesville,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Lancaster,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Leominster,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 

Martindale  Army  Air  Field,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $210,000. 
Milan,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91 ,000. 

Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $235,000. 

Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

New  Brockton,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Newton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Norwalk,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $46,000. 

Omaha,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 

Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 

Plentywood,  Montana:  Training  facilities,  $63,000. 

Ponce,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Princeton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 

Quitman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities ,  $54,000. 

Ronceverte,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 

Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $565,000. 

Salem,,  Oregon: Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

San  German,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $600,000. 

Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 

Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Troy,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Tuckerton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  conversions,  $84,000. 
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ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
{NON  ARMORY) 

Bismarck,  North,  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  $57 ,000. 

Buckhannon,  West  Virginia:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities, 
$206,000. 

Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $308,000. 

Hayward,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facilities,  $52,000. 

Jersey  City,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  facilities,  $49,000. 

(2)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

NAVAL  RESERVE  ( AVIATION ) 

Naval  Air  Station  ( Dobbins  Air  Force  Base),  Atlanta,  Georgia: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $838,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Operational  facilities  and  supply 
facilities,  $348,000. 

Navat  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Operational  facilities,  $59,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan:  Operational  facilities  and 
utilities,  $771,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Operational  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $563,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Supply  facilities  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $178,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Operational  facilities ,  $192,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts:  Operational 
facilities,  $76,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Operational  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities,  $797,000. 

NAVAL  RESERVE  ( SURFACE ) 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Beaumont,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $65,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Champaign,  Illinois:  Training 
facilities,  $70,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$655,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $204,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  $35,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven,  Connecticut:  Operational 
facilities,  $323,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint  Louis,  Mis¬ 
souri:  Training  facilities,  $697,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  $226,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Whitestone,  New  York:  Operational 
facilities,  $104,000. 
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MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Training 
iacilities,  $518,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Johnson  City,  Tennessee: 
Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $880,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint  Louis, 
Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $370,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael,  California: 
Training  facilities ,  $490,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Tampa,  Florida:  Training 
facilities,  $391,000. 

(3)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Bafcalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Supply  facilities,  and 
|  operational  facilities,  $864,000 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$92,000. 

Ellinqton  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  facilities, 
$823,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Troop  housing, 

$48,000. 

O'Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1 ,890,000. 

Portland  International  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $588,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri:  Supply 
facilities,  $105,000. 

Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Station,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $188,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan:  Operational  facilities, 
$105,000. 

|  New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Operational 
facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $274,000. 

Baer  Field ,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Bradley  Field,  Hartford,  Connecticut:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$123,000. 

Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational  facilities, 

$591,000. 

Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington,  Vermont:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $123,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin:  Operational  facilities, 
$82,000. 

Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming:  Operational 
facilities,  $238,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Maintenance  facilities ,  $ 123,000 . 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facilities,  $245,000. 

Gore  Field,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Maintenance  facilities ,  and  opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $665,000. 
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Gowen  Field ,  Boise,  Idaho:  Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Maui,  Hawaii: 
Operational  facilities,  $446,000. 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities, 
$3,222,000. 

Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York:  Operational  facilities,  $596,000. 

Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Operational  facilities,  $946,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities,  $259,000. 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana:  Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Kauai,  Hawaii: 
Operational  facilities,  $283,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities ,  $2,323,000. 

Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis,  Tennessee:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities ,  and  supply  facilities ,  $1 ,825,000. 

Ontario  Municipal  Airport,  Ontario,  California:  Training  facilities , 
$233,000. 

Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria,  Illinois:  Operational  facil-i 
ities,  $430,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities ,  $943,000. 

Sioux  Falls  ( Foss  Field),  Sioux  Falls,  South  Dakota:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $123,000. 

Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield,  Ohio:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $105,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facilities ,  $123,000. 

Tucson  Municipal  Airport,  Tucson,  Arizona:  Maintenance  facilities , 
$123 ,000 . 

Will  Rogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Operational  facilities, 
$31 7 ,000 . 

(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  necessary  by  changes 
in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment  to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such 
facilities  for _  inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for 
specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  interests 
of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching J 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  am* 
facility  to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection:  Provided,  That  the  first 
sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  shall  not  apply 
to  facilities  authorized  by  this  subsection. 

i  Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“naval  reserve  (aviation)’’  in  clause  (1)  .of  section  603  by  striking 
out  the  following: 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance  facilities  utilities 
and  land  acquisition,  $ 652,000 .” 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Operational  and 
training  facilities ,  and  utilities,  $652,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading  “air  national 
guard  OF  THE _  united  st  at  es”  in  clause  (2)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

(1 )  n  ith  respect  to  Barnes  Field,  T I  estjield,  Massachusetts ,  strike 
out  ‘  $740,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “ $1 ,030 ,000” . 

(2)  1 1  ith  respect  to  various  locations:  Runway  arrestor  barriers 
strike  out  “$300,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$480,000”. 
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(c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading  “ army  re¬ 
serve”  in  clause  (8)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

(. 1 )  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike  out  “$40,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “ $61 ,000” . 

[2)  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South  Carolina,  strike  out 
“$85,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$117 ,000” . 

(8)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out 
“$99,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$136 ,000” . 

(d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading  “army  national 

guard  of  the  united  states  {armory)”  in  clause  ( 3 )  of  section  603 
by  striking  out  the  following:  _  _ 

'  “Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45 ,000 ^ 

“Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000.” 

“Cincinnati,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $300,000.” 

“Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities ,  $57,000.” 

“Houston  ( Number  1),  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $323,000.” 
“Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $130,000.” 

“ Princeton ,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

“Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $15,000.” 

(e)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of 
section  606  “$11 ,886,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$10,582,000” ; 
and  by  striking  out  in  clause  (, 2)(b )  of  section  606  “$ 11,976,000 ”  and 
inserting  in  place  therof  “$12,446,000”;  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 
{3)  of  section  606  “$ 28,830,000 ”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 

“$27,079,000”.  7  .  .  .  ,  77 

Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  develop  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  under  this  title  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and 
3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  sections  4774(d)  and 
9774(d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  surveys, 
administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision,  incident  to  cow- 
struction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is 
approved  v/nder  ssctxou  355  of  tJie  Revised  Statutes ,  as  a/iYierided ,  and 
even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire 
real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire 
land,  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase, 
exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  authorized  by  section 
501  for  the  respective  reserve  components  of  the  armed  forces  may  not 
exceed — 

(1)  for  Department  of  the  Army: 

(a)  Army  Reserve,  $20,916,000; 

(h)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  bnited  States,  $8,806,000. 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and  Marine  Corps 

Reserves,  $8,300,000; 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(а)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093 ,000;  . 

(б)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  Cnited  States,  $15 ,580,000. 
Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  501  of  this  Act  may, 

in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  be  increased  by  15  per  centum, 
but  the  total  cost  for  all  projects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve,  the 
Army  National  Guard  of  the  Lnited  States,  the  Naval  and  Marine  Corps 
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Reserves ,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts  named  in  clauses  ( 1 )  (a),  ( 1 )  ( b ), 
(2),  (8) (a),  and  ( 3)(b )  of  section  504,  respectively. 

Sec.  506.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act 
of  1959”. 

TITLE  VI 

Sec.  601.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  convey  by  quit¬ 
claim  deed  to  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  all  the  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  four  and  five-tenths  acres  of  land, 
more  or  less,  comprising  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  Light¬ 
house  Point  site  and  being  a  part  of  the  lands  known  as  the  United  States 
Coast  Guard  Santa  Cruz  Light  Station,  situated  on  the  northerly  side  of 
West  Cliff  Drive,  approximately  seven  hundred  feet  south  of  Pelton 
Avenue,  in  the  city  and  county  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  and  in  exchange 
for  said  conveyance  to  accept  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  of  America 
from  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  a  deed  conveying  fee  simple  title  to  not  less 
than  four  acres  of  land  situated  within  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California, 
to  be  utilized  as  the  site  for  a  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  pay  to  the  United  States  a  sum  of 
money  representing ,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the 
aggregate  of  ( 1 )  the  amount  by  which  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property 
so  conveyed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  exceeds  the  fair  market  value  of 
the  land  accepted  in  exchange  therefor ;  (2)  the  amount  heretofore  expended 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  connection  with  the  proposed  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  at  Lighthouse  Point  for 
work  and  materials  which  cannot  be  utilized  in  connection  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  on  the  site  to  be 
acquired  from  the  city;  and  ( 8 )  the  amount  by  which  the  costs  for  providing 
adequate  foundations ,  sewer  and  water  facilities,  and  site  preparation 
for  the  construction  of  a  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  at  the  site 
to  be  acquired  from  the  city  exceeds  the  estimated  costs  for  providing 
foundations,  sewer  and  water  facilities,  and  site  preparation  at  the 
Lighthouse  Point  site. 

Sec.  602.  The  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  under 
this  title  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  as  miscel¬ 
laneous  receipts  except  that  any  moneys  received  under  section  601  (2) 
and  ( 8 )  of  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  to  which  such 
costs  are  charged. 

Carl  Vinson, 

Paul  J.  Kilday, 

Carl  T.  Durham, 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

Philip  J.  Philbin, 

L.  C.  Arends, 

L.  H.  Gavin, 

Walter  Norblad, 

•  Frank  C.  Osmers,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

John  Stennis, 

Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Leverett  Saltonstall, 
Francis  Case, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military- 
installations,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement 
in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report: 

Legislation  in  Conference 


On  April  16,  1959,  the  House  of  Representatives  passed  H.R.  5674 
which  was  the  fiscal  year  1960  military  construction  authorization 
for  the  three  military  departments  and  the  Reserve  components. 
On  June  30,  1959,  the  Senate  considered  the  legislation  and  amended 
it  by  striking  all  language  after  the  enacting  clause  and  wrote  a  new 

bill. 


TITLE  I 


Army 


In  the  Army  title  of  the  bill,  the  following  items  were  in  disagree¬ 
ment: 

The  deletion  by  the  Senate  of  the  item  at  Reditone  Arsenal,  Ala., 
relating  to  the  conversion  of  an  existing  structure  for  use  as  a  hospital. 
In  this  instance,  the  Senate  receded  with  an  amendment  which  re¬ 
inserted  the  item  in  the  bill  but  at  a  reduced  cost  (the  subject  of 
hospitals  is  dealt  with  separately  and  in  detail  subsequently  in  this 
statement). 

The  second  item  in  disagreement  related  to  the  restoration  to  the  bill 
of  the  House  deletion  covering  the  heating  plant  and  heat  distribution 
system  at  the  Columbus  General  Depot,  Ohio.  The  House  receded 
with  respect  to  this  item  permitting  it  to  remain  in  the  bill. 

Fort  Behoir,  Va.  The  item  in  disagreement  at  Fort  Belvoir  covered 
air  conditioning  for  that  portion  of  the  hospital  at  this  installation 
which  is  not  presently  air-conaitioned.  The  conferees  agreed  that  the 
authority  requested  for  air-conditioning  the  entire  structure  should 
be  granted  and  the  Senate  recedes. 

Fort  Eustis,  Va.  Again,  in  this  instance,  the  Senate  had  deleted  a 
hospital.  The  Senate  receded  with  an  amendment  which  reduced  the 
cost  of  the  hospital. 

Charleston  Transportation  Depot,  S.C.:  The  House  had  inserted 
authority  for  the  construction  of  12  appropriated  fund  housing  units 
for  personnel  permanently  stationed  at  the  depot.  The  Senate  deleted 
the  item  from  the  bill.  The  conferees  agreed  that  10,  rather  than  12, 
houses  should  be  constructed  at  this  facility  and  that  the  cost  per 
housing  unit  should  be  limited  to  $19,000.  An  authorization,  there¬ 
fore,  was  agreed  to  in  a  total  amount  of  $190,000,  and  the  Senate 
recedes  with  an  amendment. 
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Fort  Knox,  Ky.:  The  Department’s  program  as  submitted  to  the 
Congress  included  an  armament  shop  at  this  installation.  The  Senate 
deleted  the  shop  and  the  House  recedes. 

Fort  Bragg,  N.C.:  Although  not  part  of  the  construction  program 
as  submitted  to  the  Congress,  the  House  approved  the  construction 
of  a  post  office  at  Fort  Bragg  to  replace  the  inadequate  and  substand¬ 
ard  facilities  now  existing  there.  The  Senate  after  consideration  of 
the  condition  of  the  present  structures  and  the  amount  ofjjbusiness 
carried  on  by  this  post  office  agreed  to  grant  the  authority  requested, 
and  the  Senate  recedes. 

Fort  Rucker,  Ala.:  In  this  instance,  there  were  internal  changes 
within  the  total  for  this  station.  The  House  approved  a  figure  which 
was  $26,000  larger  than  that  approved  by  the  Senate.  The  House 
recedes. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Tex.:  The  item  in  disagreement  was  an  aircraft 
hangar  with  a  shop.  The  House  authorized  this  item  while  the 
Senate  deleted  it.  Upon  restudy  of  the  background  material  sup¬ 
porting  the  provision  of  this  hangar,  the  conferees  agreed  that  the 
authority  requested  should  be  granted,  and  the  Senate  recedes. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Mo.:  Here  was  an  internal  change  in  the  figure 
approved,  with  the  House  authorizing  $40,000  more  than  the  Senate. 
The  House  recedes. 

Fort  Ord,  Calif.:  The  House  authorized  a  storage  building  for  air¬ 
craft  parts  while  the  Senate  deleted  the  item.  The  House  recedes. 

Various  locations:  This  reduction  by  the  Senate  represents  the 
largest  individual  cut  in  the  Army  title  of  the  bill.  The  reduction 
resulted  from  the  restudy  of  our  antiaircraft  defense  and  the  Senate 
version  represents  the  agreed  position  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
as  a  result  of  the  study.  The  House  recedes. 

Section  102:  The  Senate  reduced  this  item  by  $1.5  million.  Again, 
this  reduction  is  in  accordance  with  the  agreed  plan  referred  to  above 
relating  to  our  antiaircraft  defense.  The  House  recedes. 

Section  103:  This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
proceed  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and 
development  requirements,  or  improved  production  schedules,  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for 
inclusion  in  the  next  military  construction  authorization  act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security.  A  notification  pro¬ 
cedure  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  is  contained  in  the 
section.  As  the  bill  was  presented  to  the  Congress,  the  authority 
requested  was  in  the  amount  of  $17,500,000.  The  House  cut  this 
figure  to  $5,000,000.  The  Senate  raised  the  House  figure  to 
$10,000,000. 

The  House  conferees  agreed  that  in  view  of  the  rapid  changes  in 
weapons  development  and  the  necessarily  rapid  revisions  in  research 
and  development,  the  allowance  of  $10,000,000  was  not  unreasonable, 
and  the  House  recedes.  It  is  pointed  out  that  this  authorization  will 
expire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  with  respect  to  those  projects 
concerning  which  the  committees  have  been  notified  prior  to  that  date. 
The  authority,  therefore,  is  neither  continuing  nor  cumulative. 
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Navy 

Only  eight  items  in  the  Navy  portion  of  the  bill  were  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  They  are  as  follows: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Galij.:  The  House  granted  authority 
for  the  construction  of  a  hospital  at  this  new  installation  while  the 
Senate  deleted  it  as  it  did  several  other  hospitals  in  the  program  on  the 
basis  that  hospital  costs  throughout  the  program  were  excessive. 
The  Senate  receded  with  an  amendment  which  reduces  the  cost  of  the 
hospital  to  an  amount  which  the  conferees  agreed  is  adequate  (hos¬ 
pitals  generally  are  dealt  with  later  in  this  report). 

Amarine  Corps  A  AS,  Yuma,  Ariz.:  The  House  approved  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  a  navigational  aid  at  this  installation.  Subsequent  to  the 
^House  action  the  FAA  revealed  that  it  was  going  to  install  a  similar 
^navigational  aid  in  the  same  area,  and  the  item  therefore  became 
unnecessary.  The  Senate  deleted  the  item  and  the  House  recedes. 

Natal  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River  Command:  At  this  installation 
the  House  allowed  a  fueling  station  for  the  P6M  seaplane.  The 
Senate  deleted  the  item  and  the  conferees  agreed  that  other  facilities 
could  be  used.  The  House  recedes. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  Calif.:  Here  the  Senate  cut 
$50,000  from  the  $30,050,000  figure.  The  House  recedes. 

NAS,  Rota,  Spain:  The  program  for  this  installation  as  submitted 
to  the  Congress  contemplated  the  expenditure  of  $11,934,000.  After 
considerable  deliberation  the  House  granted  the  authorization  re¬ 
quested.  The  Senate  deleted  the  item  in  its  entirety  but  later,  upon 
submission  by  the  Navy  of  a  revised  plan,  reinserted  the  item  in  the 
amount  of  $5,400,000.  The  House  conferees  have  reviewed  the 
revised  plan  and  agreed  that  it  will  serve  the  purposes  of  this  installa¬ 
tion.  The  House  recedes. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  The  House  granted 
authority  for  the  construction  of  ground  drainage  facilities  at  this 
installation.  The  Senate  deleted  the  item.  The  conferees  agreed 
Bvthat  while  the  facilities  requested  were  desirable,  the  amount  planned 
>ior  expenditure  by  the  Navy  was  excessive  and,  therefore,  permitted 
the  authority  to  remain  but  reduced  the  cost  to  $350,000,  with  the 
Senate  receding  with  an  amendment. 

Section  202:  In  the  classified  facilities  the  House  granted  the  total 
amount  requested.  Subsequent  revisions  in  the  program  and  the  use 
of  prior  authority  and  funds  permitted  the  reduction  of  this  item  sub¬ 
sequent  to  House  consideration.  The  Senate  effected  the  reduction 
referred  to,  and  the  House  recedes. 

Section  203:  This  section  is  identical  in  its  language  with  section  103 
which  is  described  in  detail  under  the  Army  title  (sec.  103).  For  the 
reasons  cited  under  the  Army  title  the  House  conferees  agreed  to  an 
authority  in  the  amount  of  $10,000,000,  and  the  House  recedes. 
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TITLE  III 
Air  Force 

Most  of  the  variances  between  the  House  and  Senate  versions  of 
the  bill  in  title  III  related  to  minor  items  of  construction  which  the 
House  had  deleted  during  its  consideration  of  the  bill.  The'  items 
involved  were  for  the  most  part  parachute  and  dinghy  shops  at  vari¬ 
ous  installations,  explosive  storage,  land  easements,  and  repair  shops. 
None  of  these  represented  substantial  amounts,  and  with  respect  to 
most  of  them  the  House  recedes. 

There  are  set  out  below  only  those  major  items  which  were  in  dis¬ 
agreement. 

NORAD  Headquarters,  Colorado  Springs,  Colo.:  This  item  appeared 
in  the  bill  as  it  was  submitted  to  the  Congress.  The  House  committee 
in  accordance  with  its  usual  policy  struck  the  item  from  the  bill 
because  its  location  had  not  been  determined  and  therefore  did  not^ 
appear  to  be  an  item  of  sufficient  firmness  to  warrant  approval. 
Shortly  after  House  action  on  the  bill  the  Department  of  Defense 
established  the  location  of  this  headquarters  and  communicated  its 
decision  to  the  House  and  Senate.  The  Senate  therefore  inserted  the 
item  in  the  bill,  and  since  the  action  of  the  House  was  based  solely 
upon  the  lack  of  specific  location  the  House  recedes. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Mass.:  The  House  approved 
a  research  and  professional  library  at  this  installation  while  the  Senate 
deleted  the  item.  The  conferees  agreed  that  a  library  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  stated  should  be  provided  at  this  important  installation  but 
reduced  the  cost  of  it  from  $806,000  to  $500,000,  with  the  Senate 
receding  with  an  amendment.  The  conferees  agreed  that  it  should  be 
clearly  understood  that  this  library  will  be  available  for  use  by  all 
interested  personnel,  that  is,  those  connected  with  Lincoln  Labora¬ 
tories,  Mitre  (MIT),  and  ADSID  (Air  Defense  Systems  Integration 
Division) . 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Tex.:  The  House  granted 
authority  for  the  construction  of  a  hospital  at  this  installation  while 
the  Senate,  as  is  indicated  previously  in  this  report,  deleted  it  together 
with  several  other  hospitals  on  the  basis  that  hospital  costs  throughout^ 
the  program  were  excessive.  The  Senate  recedes  with  an  amendment 
which  reduces  the  cost  of  the  hospital  to  an  amount  which  the  con¬ 
ferees  agree  is  sufficient  to  construct  an  adequate  facility  (hospitals 
generally  are  dealt  with  later  in  this  report) . 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio:  At  this  installation,  as  at  the 
one  immediately  above,  the  House  authorized  the  construction  of  a 
hospital  while  the  Senate  deleted  the  item.  The  Senate  recedes  with 
an  amendment  which  reduces  the  cost  of  the  hospital. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Ga.:  The  House  authorized  the 
construction  of  a  photographic  laboratory  at  this  installation,  the 
facility  to  be  used  by  MATS  in  connection  with  their  mapp'ng  activi¬ 
ties.  The  Senate  deleted  the  item,  and  the  House  recedes. 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.:  As  in  the  other  installations  previously 
cited,  the  House  approved  but  the  Senate  struck  the  hospital  proposed 
for  this  installation.  The  conferees  agreed  upon  a  lower  figure  for  the 
construction  cost  of  the  hospital,  and  the  Senate  recedes  with  an 
amendment. 
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Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  S.C.:  Authority  foi  an  aircraft  inspec¬ 
tion  and  repair  shop  was  granted  by  the  House  at  this  station.  The 
Senate  deleted  the  item.  The  Senate  recedes. 

Hickarn  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii:  The  House  deleted  the  constiuc- 
tion  proposed  for  this  facility  but  the  requested  authority  was  granted 
by  the  Senate.  Based  on  further,  more  detailed,  information  sup¬ 
porting  the  granting  of  authority  for  this  construction,  the  House 
recedes. 

Various  locations  (Europe) :  The  differences  between  the  House  and 
Senate  figures  in  this  case  resulted  from  a  number  of  internal  changes 
and  the  deletion  of  a  classified  facility  by  the  House.  The  conferees 
upon  reexamination  of  the  classified  items  proposed,  agreed  that  the 
authority  requested  should  be  granted,  and  the  House  recedes. 

Section  802:  This  variance  between  the  House  and  Senate  represents 
the  largest  difference  between  the  House  and  Senate  versions  in  title 
III.  The  resultant  lower  figure  which  was  that  granted  by  the 
Senate  is  in  consonance  with  the  new  antiaircraft  defense  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  by  Secretary  of  Defense  McElroy,  and  the  House  for  this 
reason  recedes. 

Section  308:  This  section  is  identical  in  its  language  with  section 
103  which  is  described  in  detail  under  the  Army  title  (sec.  103).  For 
the  reasons  cited  under  the  Army  title  the  conferees  agreed  to  an 
authority  in  the  amount  of  $10,000,000,  and  the  Senate  recedes  with 
an  amendment. 

Capehart  housing:  There  were  a  substantial  number  of  variances 
between  the  House  and  Senate  versions  of  title  III  with  respect  to 
line  items  for  Capehart  family  housing.  Many  of  them  reflected 
plans  of  the  Air  Force  which  were  not  complete  at  the  time  the  House 
was  considering  the  bill.  After  review  of  the  housing  needs  at  the 
various  installations  involved  the  House  accepted  all  of  the  changes, 
except  that  relating  to  Charleston  AFB,  S.C.,  made  by  the  Senate, 
with  the  conferees  also  agreeing  that  the  limitation  of  20,000  units 
for  the  coming  15  months  would  remain  in  the  bill. 

Section  307 :  No  section  similar  to  this  appeared  in  the  House  version 
of  the  bill.  The  section  would  require  that  all  contracts  for  acquisi¬ 
tions  of  real  estate,  grading,  landscaping,  construction,  alteration,  etc., 
at  the  Air  Force  Academy  which  provided  for  an  expenditure  in 
excess  of  $25,000  would  require  specific  legislation  to  be  enacted  here¬ 
after.  After  a  review  by  the  conferees  of  the  status  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  program  of  the  Air  Force  Academy  it  was  determined  that  this 
provision  would  not  serve  a  useful  purpose  and  it  was  deleted,  with 
the  Senate  receding. 

A  new  Section  307  was  inserted  by  the  conferees  reading  as  follows: 

Sec.  307.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  make  a  study  of  the 
need  for  grade  separation  on  “Old  Loop  No.  13”  which  traverses  a  portion  of 
Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  Texas.  Expenditure  of  $25,000  out  of  appropriations 
available  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  for  such  study. 
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TITLE  IV 

General  Provisions 

Many  of  the  general  provisions  are  identical  to  those  which  appeared 
in  previous  military  construction  laws  and  with  respect  to  these  there 
was  no  disagreement  between  the  Senate  and  House  versions  of  the 
bill. 

Variations  in  the  general  provisions  between  the  two  versions  of  the 
bill  are  as  follows: 

Section  406:  This  section  preserves  certain  authorities  which  would 
otherwise  expire  under  the  law.  Among  them  is  subsection  (i) 
dealing  with  authorization  for  a  hospital  at  Fort  Jackson,  S.C.  The 
Senate  had  agreed  to  the  preservation  of  this  authority  but  had  limited 
the  per-bed  cost  of  the  hospital  to  $16,000.  The  conferees  agreed 
that  the  bed  cost  at  this  hospital  should  be  brought  into  general 
conformity  with  similar  costs  at  other  hospitals  and  changed  the 
$16,000  figure  to  $20,000. 

Section  408:  This  section  corresponds  to  section  512  of  Public  Law 
85-685  and  would  amend  section  406  of  Public  Law  85-241  so  as  to 
exempt  one  additional  category  of  family  housing — i.e.  rental- 
guarantee  housing,  from  the  present  requirement  for  inclusion  in  the 
annual  Military  Construction  Act. 

The  only  difference  between  the  House  and  Senate  versions  was  the 
addition  by  the  Senate  of  a  limitation  restricting  the  number  of  rental- 
guarantee  units  to  be  contracted  for  to  not  more  than  5,000  units 
prior  to  June  30,  1964.  The  House  recedes. 

Section  409:  This  section  which  relates  to  the  leasing  of  property  in 
the  Ryukjm  Islands  (Okinawa)  did  not  appear  in  the  House  version  of 
the  bill.  The  plans  of  the  Department  of  Defense  with  respect  to 
the  authority  requested  in  this  section  had  not  matured  until  after 
House  action  had  been  taken  on  the  bill.  The  House  recedes. 

Section  41  The  House  version  of  the  bill  contained  no  provision 
similar  to  this.  The  Senate  inserted  a  provision  which  would  have 
prevented  the  appropriation  of  any  fimds  after  December  31,  1959,  to 
or  for  the  use  of  any  armed  forces  for  the  design,  development,  or 
procurement  of  aircraft  or  missiles  unless  the  appropriation  of  such 
funds  had  been  specifically  authorized  by  legislation  enacted  after 
that  date. 

The  conferees  agreed  that  the  words  “design”  and  “development” 
should  be  stricken  from  the  language  and  that  it  be  directed  solely 
to  the  procurement  of  aircraft  and  missiles.  The  conferees  also 
agreed  that  the  date  after  which  authorizing  legislation  would  be 
necessary  should  be  changed  from  December  31,  1959,  to  December  31, 
1960.  Also  inserted  by  the  conferees  was  a  similar  requirement  with 
respect  to  naval  vessels. 

The  conferees  are  in  agreement  that  proper  discharge  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  responsibilities  of  the  Armed  Services  Committes  requires 
an  authorization  of  the  aircraft,  missile,  and  naval  vessel  procurement 
programs  and  that  a  thorough  examination  of  these  areas  might  serve 
to  reduce  the  enormous  cost  of  defense  and  be  of  assistance  to  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations  in  their  consideration  of  the  Defense 
budget. 
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To  implement  this  agreement,  the  conferees  agreed  to  insert  a  new 
section  412  which  will  require  the  submission  to  the  two  Houses  of  a 
detailed  statement  with  respect  to  those  portions  of  the  budget  which 
relate  to  the  procurement  of  aircraft,  missiles,  and  naval  vessels  and 
also  with  respect  to  the  procurement  currently  being  made  in  these 
areas. 

The  new  section,  therefore,  will  give  the  two  committees  a  year 
within  which  to  make  such  internal  changes  in  their  committee  struc¬ 
ture  as  may  be  necessary  and  to  study  the  field  of  aircraft,  missile,  and 
naval  vessel  procurement.  After  this  year  of  preparation,  the  com¬ 
mittees  will  then  be  ready  to  function  in  the  legislative  area  and  will  be 
prepared  to  submit  to  their  respective  Houses  soundly  conceived  and 
clearly  presented  programs  for  legislative  consideration. 

The  conferees  wish  to  point  out  that  in  referring  to  “aircraft,” 
“missiles,”  and  “naval  vessels”  it  intends  to  refer  only  to  operational 
aircraft,  missiles,  and  naval  vessels  since  it  is  to  procurement  in  this 
area  that  the  committees  are  directing  this  new  requirement  for 
specific  legislative  authorization. 

The  conferees  cannot  overemphasize  their  concern  over  the  large 
expenditures  entailed  in  procurement  of  aircraft,  missiles,  and  naval 
vessels  under  the  existing  broad  statutory  authorization,  as  well  as 
the  associated  expenditures  generated  in  other  major  budget  cate¬ 
gories.  The  conferees  agreed  that  an  effective  method  for  main¬ 
taining  proper  surveillance  over  this  procurement  would  be  in  the 
manner  described  above.  The  Senate  recedes  with  an  amendment. 

Section  1^13:  This  section  was  added  by  the  Senate  committee  since 
attention  had  recently  been  drawn  to  the  fact  that  rectification  and 
deepening  of  the  Houston  ship  channel  will  require  the  use  of  certain 
areas  which  lie  within  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot.  The  ord¬ 
nance  depot  is  being  disposed  of  by  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  and  this  section  will  exclude  from  the  disposal  the  areas  needed 
for  the  deepening  and  rectification  of  the  channel.  Planning  with 
respect  to  this  matter  had  not  matured  prior  to  completion  of  action 
on  the  bill  by  the  House.  The  House  recedes. 

Section  ji This  section,  which  extends  the  Capehart  Family 
Housing  Act  until  September  30,  1960,  and  limits  the  number  of 
Capehart  housing  units  to  an  additional  20,000  units  during  that 
period,  was  inserted  by  the  Senate  committee.  Since  the  Pres¬ 
ident  vetoed  S.  57,  the  Housing  Act  of  1960,  the  inclusion  of  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  Capehart  Act  was  indeed  provident.  The  House  con¬ 
ferees  had  no  objection  to  this  extension  nor  to  the  limitation  imposed. 
The  House  recedes. 

Section  J/.15:  The  Senate  committee  during  its  consideration  of  the 
bill  inserted  language  which  would  have  substituted  the  Government 
in  toto  for  title  insurance  companies  in  performing  functions  relating 
to  real  property  on  which  Capehart  housing  is  proposed  for 
construction. 

The  conferees  agreed  that  the  Senate  language  should  remain  in 
the  bill  but  should  be  modified  by  a  proviso  which  permits  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  to  expend  funds  for  title  insurance  if  it  is  found 
impossible  to  finance  the  construction  of  a  Capehart  project  without 
this  action.  The  proviso  also  grants  authority  for  the  use  of  the 
Wherry  housing  revolving  fund  to  pay  the  cost  involved  in  obtaining 
title  search  and  title  insurance. 
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In  the  utilization  of  this  additional  authority,  a  requirement  is 
imposed  that  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  be  promptly  notified 
of  each  determination  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in  this  area. 

Section  418:  This  section,  which  was  inserted  by  the  Senate, 
amends  section  404(c)(2)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  in  such 
fashion  as  to  require  that  the  deposit  made  into  the  Registry  of  the 
Court  in  condemnation  proceedings  involving  Wherry  housing  shall 
be  an  amount  truly  representative  of  the  Wherry  owner’s  equity  in 
the  project.  The  section  details  how  this  end  will  be  achieved.  This 
section  would  also  provide  that  where  the  condemnee  draws  out  of 
the  Registry  of  the  Court  an  amount  greater  than  the  value  of  the 
property  as  ultimately  determined  by  the  court,  he  shall  pay  to  the 
Government  4  percent  per  annum  on  such  excess  from  the  time  such 
sum  was  deposited  in  the  Registry  of  the  Court.  The  House  recedes. 

Section  419 :  In  the  House  version  of  the  bill,  there  was  no  section 
corresponding  to  section  419.  The  Senate  inserted  language  which 
would  require  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  report  to  the  Armed 
Services  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  with  respect  to 
several  individual  elements  relating  to  air  defense. 

The  conferees  agreed  that  a  new  section  be  inserted  requiring  that 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  report  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  the  results  of  a  complete  review  of  all  previously  authorized 
surface-to-air  missile  sites.  The  report  on  this  review  is  to  provide 
assurance  that  the  review  revealed  the  military  necessity  for  the 
construction  of  the  sites  selected;  that  the  performance  and  capability 
of  the  missiles  selected  for  the  respective  sites  are  in  consonance  with 
the  military  requirements,  so  as  to  eliminate,  so  far  as  is  possible, 
any  overlapping  of  missions  or  duplication  of  weapons  systems. 

The  new  section  will  require  also  that  the  report  devote  particular 
attention  to  the  feasibility  or  desirability  of  modifying  or  expediting 
any  of  the  missile  programs  for  either  defense  or  offense.  The  Senate 
recedes  with  an  amendment. 

Section  4%0:  This  section,  which  had  no  corresponding  language  in 
the  House  version  of  the  bill,  would  authorize  the  use  of  funds  gen¬ 
erated  by  surplus  commodity  disposals  to  be  used  for  military  con¬ 
struction  generally  rather  than  for  family  housing  and  community 
facilities  alone,  which  is  the  case  today.  As  worded  in  the  Senate 
version  of  the  bill,  the  authorization  would  apply  only  to  projects 
authorized  by  this  act.  The  conferees  agreed  to  modify'  this  language 
so  as  to  give  it  application  to  “any  project  authorized.” 

Hospitals 

During  the  consideration  of  the  construction  bill  in  the  Senate,  six 
hospitals  which  had  been  approved  by  the  House  were  stricken  from 
the  bill  until,  as  the  Senate  report  stated,  “more  realistic  cost  esti¬ 
mates  are  forthcoming  *  *  *.”  The  Senate  committee  stated  in  the 
report  that  it  did  not  intend  to  imply  that  these  hospitals  are  not 
needed,  but  simply  that  cost  estimates  appear  to  be  entirely  un¬ 
realistic.  Subsequent  to  the  Senate  consideration  of  the  bill,  the 
Department  of  Defense  submitted  further  cost  estimates  on  the  hos¬ 
pitals  which  were  somewhat  lower  than  those  set  out  in  the  bill.  The 
conferees  were  of  the  view  that  the  costs  still  could  be  considered  to 
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be  too  high  and  they  therefore  reduced  the  cost  of  all  of  the  hospitals 
by  approximately  $2 %  million. 

These  projects  have  been  approved;  however,  it  is  expected  that 
further  investigations  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  military 
departments  concerned  will  be  made  with  a  view  to  effecting  further 
savings  within  the  totals  whenever  practicable.  The  investigation 
should  include  a  review  of  the  necessity  for  the  planned  mobilization 
expansion  as  well  as  the  need  for  providing  additional  space  for 
emergency  expansion  to  care  for  a  large  input  of  patients  due  to  un¬ 
foreseen  circumstances  such  as  epidemics  and  catastrophes. 

Revised  Plan  for  Air  Continental  Defense 

The  revised  plan  which  is  referred  to  in  the  Statement  in  both 
titles  I  and  III  resulted  in  substantial  reductions  in  these  two  titles. 
The  plan  provides  for  a  reduction  and  revision  in  the  planned  deploy¬ 
ment  of  both  BOM  ARC  and  NIKE-HERCULES  missile  sites,  and  a 
revision  and  strengthening  of  the  electronic  ground  environment  so 
necessary  to  the  control  of  the  weapons  and  the  air  battle. 

The  BOMARC  deployment  will  be  on  the  perimeter  of  the  east  and 
west  coasts  and  the  Canadian  border.  This  deployment  is  in  keeping 
with  the  Furnas  report.  The  NIKE  defenses  will  continue  to  provide 
for  the  urban  areas  now  protected,  and  will  be  extended  to  certain 
carefully  selected  Strategic  Ah’  Command  sites.  Although  it  does  not 
affect  the  military  construction  authorization  bill,  the  plan  further 
provides  for  putting  more  funds,  some  $137  million,  into  the  NIKE- 
ZEUS  antimissile  missile  program  for  engineering  development  type 
of  work. 

Use  of  Prior  Authorizations 

The  conferees  wish  to  point  out  that  among  the  deletions  from  the 
program  contained  in  the  bill  are  certain  items  for  which  there  is  a 
continuing  construction  requirement  to  adequately  protect  certain 
Strategic  Air  Command  bases  and  other  existing  missile  sites.  It  is 
proposed  that  this  construction  will  be  performed  under  authorization 
granted  in  the  fiscal  year  1959  law.  It  is  desired,  therefore,  to  make  it 
a  matter  of  record  that  authority  for  construction  granted  by  Public 
Law  85-685  may  be  used  to  construct  the  items  referred  to  above  with 
the  specific  understanding  that  there  will  be  construction  for  no  more 
than  15  new  SAC  base  defenses. 

TITLE  Y 

Reserve  Forces  Facilities 

Under  the  Senate  amendments  to  the  Reserve  Forces  facilities  title 
of  the  military  construction  bill,  $57,695,000  was  authorized  for  Re¬ 
serve  facilities  projects,  whereas  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  pro¬ 
vided  $57,128,000  for  such  projects,  resulting  in  a  difference  of  $567,- 
000  in  authorization  authority. 

Although  the  total  dollar  authorization  contained  in  the  House  and 
Senate  version  are  somewhat  different,  the  Senate  version  rescinded 
previous  authorizations  in  the  amount  of  $1,251,000,  whereas  the 
House  version  rescinded  only  $628,000  of  previous  authorization. 
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Thus,  the  actual  net  difference  in  the  total  new  authorization  was 
limited  to  $56,000  and  therefore  the  House  and  Senate  bills  provided 
an  almost  identical  amount  of  new  dollar  authorization  for  Reserve 
Forces  facilities. 

Inasmuch  as  the  changes  made  in  the  amounts  of  new  authorization 
and  rescissions  of  previously  granted  authorization  were  almost  en¬ 
tirely  made  at  the  request  of  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the 
National  Guard  Bureau,  the  House  recedes  from  its  position  and 
accepts  the  Senate  substitutions. 

Differences  in  Dollar  Authorizations 

As  the  bill  passed  the  House,  the  authorities  granted  in  the  Army, 
Navy,  Air  Force,  and  Reserve  components  titles  totaled  $1,252,608,- 
000.  The  corresponding  authority  granted  in  the  Senate  version  of 
the  bill  totaled  $1,211,480,000  or  $41,128,000  less  than  the  House 
version.  The  total  agreed  to  by  the  conferees  for  titles  I,  II,  III,  and 
V  is  $1,225,475,150.  This  latter  sum  is  $27,132,850  less  than  the 
House  version  and  $13,995,150  more  than  the  Senate  version. 

Carl  Vinson. 

Paul  J.  Ivilday, 

Carl  T.  Durham, 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

Philip  J.  Philbin, 

L.  C.  Arends, 

L.  H.  Gavin, 

Walter  Norblad, 

Frank  C.  Osmers,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House . 
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of  State  pursuant  to  the  act  of  January 
)1,  188.1.” 

‘  yMr.  KEATING.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Montana. 

tKp  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  thA.  third  reading  and  passage  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  ^as  ordered  to  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  the\third  time,  and  passed. 

PRESCRIPTION>OF  CERTAIN  SAFETY 

REGULATIONS  ABOARD  VESSELS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD ,\Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consenAthat  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  578,  S.  2118. 

The  PRESIDING  OF?OCER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title  fo\the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  (A  ’''bill  (S. 
2118)  to  amend  section  4488  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes,  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Department  in  wl_ich  \he 
Coast  Guard  is  operating  to  prescri! 
regulations  governing  lifesaving  equipA 
ment,  firefighting  equipment,  muster 
lists  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  with 
amendments,  on  page  2,  line  7,  after  the 
word  “operation”,  to  strike  out  “storage” 
and  insert  “stowage”,  and  in  line  14,  af¬ 
ter  the  word  “operation”,  to  strike  out 
“storage”  and  insert  “stowage”,  so  as  to 
make  the  bill  read : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec¬ 
tion  4488  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended 
(46  U.S.C.  481),  is  further  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(a)  In  order  to  provide  against  hazard  to 
life  and  property,  the  Secretary  of  the  De¬ 
partment  in  which  the  Coast  Guard  is  oper¬ 
ating  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secre¬ 
tary’)  shall  prescribe  such  rules  and  regvw 
lations  as  may  be  necessary  for  vessels  si " 
ject  to  inspection  and  certification  by  /he 
United  States  Coast  Guard  with  resp^A  to 
the  following  matters : 

“(1)  Lifesaving  equipment,  includfhg,  but 
not  limited  to,  the  number,  type,  si^e,  capac¬ 
ity,  details  of  construction,  methods  of  oper¬ 
ation,  stowage,  maintenance,  manning,  use, 
testing,  and  inspecting  of  sudri  equipment, 
and  drills  and  exercises  nec^sary  to  assure 
proper  functioning  and  uje  of  such  equip¬ 
ment. 

“(2)  Firefighting  eqiy^ment  and  precau¬ 
tionary  measures  guarding  against  fire,  in¬ 
cluding,  but  not  limited  to,  the  number, 
type,  size,  capacitydetails  of  construction, 
methods  of  operation,  stowage,  maintenance, 
manning,  use,  teeing,  and  inspecting  of  such 
equipment,  aiyf  drills  and  exercises  neces¬ 
sary  to  assune  proper  functioning  and  use 
of  such  equipment. 

“(3)  Master  lists,  Including,  but  not 
limited  Jk>,  the  posting  of  such  lists,  and 
prescrilpng  the  special  duties  to  be  per- 
formafl  by  crew  members  in  the  event  of 
emafgency. 

ip4)  Ground  tackle  and  hawsers,  includ- 
sg,  but  not  limited  to,  the  number,  size, 
Stowage,  use,  maintenance,  manning,  test¬ 
ing,  and  inspection. 

“(5)  Bilge  systems  for  the  removal 


of  liquid  from  the  various  parts  of 
the  vessel,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
design,  installation,  capacity,  composition, 
functioning,  manning,  testing,  and  inspec¬ 
tion. 

“(b)  In  prescribing  rules  and  regulations 
pursuant  to  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall 
give  consideration  to  the  age,  size,  service, 
route,  add  other  factors  affecting  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  vessels. 

“(2)  Unless  otherwise  prescribed  by  treaty 
or  other  international  agreement,  the  rules 
and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  applicable 
to  all  foreign  vessels  carrying  passengers 
from  ports  of  the  United  States. 

“(3)  The  Secretary  may,  upon  his  own  mo¬ 
tion,  or  upon  the  application  of  any  inter¬ 
ested  party,  determine  that  the  application 
to  any  vessel  of  the  rules  and  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  pursuant  to  this  section,  or  any  part 
thereof,  is  not  necessary  in  the  public  inter¬ 
est,  and  he  may  order  such  vessel  exempt 
from  their  application  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  and  for  such  periods  of  time  as  he 
may  specify  in  the  order. 

“(c)  The  owner  or  operator  of  any  vessel 
who  neglects  or  refuses  to  provide  and  equip 
his  vessel  with  the  lifesaving,  firefighting,  05 
other  equipment,  or  take  other  measures  ra 
quired  by  the  rules  or  regulations  issvred 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  liable  the 
^Jnited  States  in  a  penalty  of  $1,000  for  each 
ich  neglect  or  refusal  for  which  aam  the 
vessel  shall  be  liable  and  may  be  s^zed  and 
proceeded  against  by  way  of  libelJn  any  dis¬ 
trict  spurt  of  the  United  States  Having  juris- 
dictiomnf  the  violation;  and  /ny  master  or 
person  \a  charge  of  such  ^vessel  who  so 
defaults  skall  be  liable  to  a/penalty  of  $500. 

“(d)  An^person  who  fully  and  know¬ 
ingly  manufactures  or  soils,  or  offers  for  sale, 
or  has  in  his  jwssession  with  intent  to  sell, 
ahy  lifesaving,  \refialiting,  or  other  equip¬ 
ment  subject  to  Ebarpro  visions  of  title  52  of 
the  Revised  StatuXs,  as  amended,  which  is 
so  defective  as  ta^ne  inefficient  to  accomplish 
the  purpose  fo^whichN^  is  intended,  shall  be 
fined  not  more  than  sUO.OOO  and  may,  in 
addition  thereto,  in  th\  discretion  of  the 
Court,  be  imprisoned  for  A^erm  not  exceed¬ 
ing  five  jprs.” 

Sec.  ar  To  the  extent  that  aiV  existing  pro¬ 
visional  law,  or  any  rule  or  regulation  pre¬ 
scribed  pursuant  thereto,  is  in  conflict  with 
aryr provision  of  section  4488  of  tne  Revised 
mtutes  (46  U.S.C.  481),  such  setaion  as 
Amended  by  this  Act,  and  the  rules  anelregu- 
r  lations  hereafter  prescribed  pursuant  ffl^ere- 
to,  shall  prevail. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  following  Acts  or  partsVf 
Acts  and  all  amendments  thereto  are  hereby 
repealed : 

(1)  Section  4470  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(46  U.S.C.  463). 

(2)  Section  4471  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(46  U.S.C.  464) . 

(3)  Section  4479  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(46  U.S.C.  472). 

(4)  Section  4481  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(46  U.S.C.  474) . 

(5)  Section  4482  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(46  U.S.C.  475). 

(6)  Section  4483  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(46  U.S.C.  476) . 

(7)  Section  4492  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(46  U.S.C.  490). 

(8)  Section  2(a)  of  the  Act  of  October 
9,  1940  (ch.  777,  54  Stat.  1028;  46  U.S.C. 
463a). 

(9)  Section  11  of  the  Act  of  May  28,  1908 
(ch.  212,  35  Stat.  428;  46  U.S.C.  396) . 

(b)  Any  reference  in  any  other  law  to  any 
Act,  or  any  part  thereof,  repealed  by  this 
Act  shall  be  deemed  as  a  reference  to  sec¬ 
tion  4488  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amend¬ 
ed  (46  U.S.C.  481). 

Sec.  4.  Any  rights  or  liabilities  existing  on 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act  shall  not  be 
affected  by  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
Any  procedures  or  rules  or  regulations  in 


effect  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  shall 
remain  in  effect  until  modified  or  super¬ 
seded  under  the  authority  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
bill  is  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  and  the  Coast/Guard.  It 
was  reported  unanimously/by  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  purpose  of  the /bill  is  to  revise 
the  archaic  and  preclusive  regulations 
relating  to  lifesaving  appliances  on 
ocean,  lake,  and  soicid  steamers  and  for¬ 
eign  vessels.  It  would  repeal  certain  in¬ 
adequate  and  obsolete  statutory  provi¬ 
sions  relating/to  safety  equipment  and 
systems  abcm-d  vessels.  Some  of  these 
statutes  ware  enacted  more  than  a  half 
century  /go,  are  now  obsolete,  or  of 
limited  .applicability  because  of  advances 
in  science,  and  should  be  repealed,  as 
thewno  longer  serve  a  useful  purpose. 
The  bill  gives  the  Coast  Guard  the  au- 
tbt ority  to  make  regulations  according 
to  modern  conditions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendments. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


DISPOSITION  OF  PHILADELPHIA 
ARMY  BASE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  568,  S.  2210. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
^vill  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
the  Senate. 

"he  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  2210)  to 
proVide  for  the  disposition  of  the  Phila- 
delplAa  Army  Base,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

The\  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
questioirus  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

The  motWi  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  beeS.  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Arrived  Services  with  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELEtS.  Mr.  President,  this 
bill  will  be  the  unfinished  business  of  the 
Senate. 


ADJOURNMENT 
Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  ^President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  adjoimp  until  12 
o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  aftd  (at  4 
o’clock  and  59  minutes  p.m.)  the  senate 
adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Thursday, 
July  30,  1959,  at  12  o’clock  meridian^ 
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The  House  met  At  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Re\\Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

I  Thessalonians  5:  l£;  Ever  follow  that 
which  is  good,  both  amqng  yourselves, 
and  to  all  men.  \ 

Almighty  God,  as  we  again  draw  nigh 
unto  Thee  in  prayer,  may  wk  surrender 
our  wills  to  Thine  and  yield  o\jr  spirits 
to  Thy  spirit  to  be  led  in  the  ways  of 
purity  and  peace.  \ 

We  pray  that  Thou  wilt  strengthen 
and  sustain  us  in  the  fulfillment  of  our 
daily  duties  and  so  rule  us  by  Thy  wis* 
dom  and  power  that  we  shall  always* 
desire  and  do  that  which  is  right  and 
well  pleasing  unto  Thee. 

Help  us  to  find  in  the  common  experi¬ 
ences  and  routine  tasks  of  life,  oppor¬ 
tunities  and  occasions  to  serve  Thee  and 
achieve  blessedness  for  all  mankind. 

Hear  us  in  the  name  of  our  Lord  and 
Saviour.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  bills  and  a 
joint  resolution  of  the  following  titles, 
in  which  the  concurrence  of  the  House 
is  requested: 

S.  107.  An  act  to  amend  title  XI  of  the 
Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  relating  to  Fed¬ 
eral  ship  mortgage  insurance,  in  order  to 
include  floating  drydocks  under  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  the  term  “vessel”  in  such  title; 

S.  2424.  An  act  to  amend  the  Communi¬ 
cations  Act  of  1934  in  order  to  provide  that 
the  equal-time  provisions  with  respect  to 
candidates  for  public  office  shall  not  apply 
to  news  and  other  similar  programs;  and 

S.J.  Res.  124.  Joint  resolution  to  extend 
the  voluntary  home  mortgage  credit  pro¬ 
gram. 


AUTHORIZING  CERTAIN  CONSTRUC¬ 
TION  AT  MILITARY  INSTALLA¬ 
TIONS 

Mr.  VINSON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize  certain  con¬ 
struction  at  military  installations,  and 
for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  729) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
5674)  to  authorize  certain  construction  at 
military  installations,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  confer¬ 
ence,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  rec¬ 


ommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

“title  I 

“Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  military  installations 
and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  con¬ 
verting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  for  the  following  projects: 

“Inside  the  United  States 
“Technical  Services  Facilities 
“(Ordnance  Corps) 

“Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland: 
Training  facilities  and  troop  housing,  $785,- 
000. 

“Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania:  Maintenance  facilities,  $454,000. 

“Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Operational 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $5,292,600. 

“Savanna  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois:  Sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $1,160,000. 

“(Quartermaster  Corps) 

“Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and 
troop  housing,  $414,000. 

“Columbus  General  Depot,  Ohio:  Utilities, 
$2,783,000. 

“(Chemical  Corps) 

“Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  $270,000. 

“Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Reserach 
development,  and  test  facilities,  operational 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $532,000. 

“(Signal  Corps) 

“Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $3,230,000. 

“(Corps  of  Engineers) 

“Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  medical  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1.- 
376,000. 

“(Transportation  Corps) 

“Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Hospital  and  med¬ 
ical  facilities,  $4,285,500. 

“Charleston  Transportation  Depot,  South 
Carolina:  Family  housing,  $190,000. 

“(Medical  Corps) 

“Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado: 
Medical  facilities  and  utilities,  $188,000. 

“Field  Forces  Facilities 
“  (First  Army  Area) 

“Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $59,000. 

“Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$64,000. 

“(Second  Army  Area) 

“A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia: 
Training  facilities,  $229,000. 

“Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
community  facilities,  $2,541,000. 

“Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Training  facilities 
medical  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,530,000. 


“(Third  Army  Area) 

“Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Training  facilities 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,090,000. 

“Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $1,228,000. 

“Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Utilities,  $2,- 
300,000. 

“Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and 
training  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $2,- 
636,000. 

“Fort  Stewart,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$238,000. 

“(Fourth  Army  Area) 

“Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  troop  housing,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $7,260,000. 

“Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities  and  maintenance 
facilities,  $840,000. 

“Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and 
training  facilities  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$5,337,000. 

“(Fifth  Army  area) 

“Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities, 
$160,000. 

“Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational 
facilities,  medical  facilities  and  utilities, 
$553,000. 

“Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri: 
Administrative  facilities,  $261,000. 

“(Sixth  Army  area) 

“Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California: 
Utilities,  $218,000. 

“(United  States  Military  Academy) 

“United  States  Military  Academy,  West 
Point,  New  York:  Family  housing  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $6,303,000. 

(“Alaska  Command  area) 

“Fort  Greely:  Family  housing  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $2,395,000. 

“Fort  Richardson:  Training  facilities, 
$321,000. 

“(Tactical  installations  and  support 
facilities) 

“Various  locations:  Family  housing,  $1,- 
646,000. 

“Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  med¬ 
ical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities  and  utilities, 
$13,194,000. 

“Outside  the  United  States 
“(Pacific  Command  area) 

“Helemano,  Hawaii:  Real  estate,  $90,000. 

“Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Training 
facilities  and  community  facilities,  $1,259,000. 

"Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $217,000. 

“Pacific  Scatter  System:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $3,104,000. 

“(Caribbean  Command  area) 

“Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $228,000. 

“(European  Command  area) 

“France:  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

“Germany:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $10,338,- 
000. 
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“Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing  and  utilities,  $1,973,000. 

“(Army  Security  Agency) 

"Various  locations:  Administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  operational  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  medical  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  family 
housing,  and  utilities,  $5,573,000. 

“(Strategic  Army  Communications) 

“Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities  $1,288,000. 

“Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  classified  military  in¬ 
stallations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or 
installing  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prep¬ 
aration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $81,830,000. 

“Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  establish  or  develop  Army  installations 
and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construc¬ 
tion  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 
missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new 
and  unforeseen  research  and  development 
requirements,  or  improved  production  sched¬ 
ules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  nexj;  military  construction  au¬ 
thorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  con¬ 
vert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or 
temporary  public  works,  including  land  ac¬ 
quisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount 
of  $10,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  im¬ 
mediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  including  those  real  estate  actions  per¬ 
taining  thereto.  This  authorization  will  ex¬ 
pire  as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those 
public  works  projects  concerning  which  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  no¬ 
tified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that 
date. 

“(b)  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20, 
1958  (72  Stat.  636,  638)  is  hereby  repealed 
except  for  those  public  works  projects  there¬ 
under  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125) ,  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to 
construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  and  community  facilities  at  the 
following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or 
through  other  commodity  transactions  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

“Various  locations,  France,  400  units. 

“Army  Security  Agency,  location  12,  157 
units  and  community  facilities. 

“(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  construct 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  at  the  following  locations: 

"Inside  the  United  States 

“ARADCOM  Tac  Sites,  575  units. 

“Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

“Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

“Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  200  units. 

“Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units. 

“Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

“Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1,000  units. 


“Fort  Hood,  Texas,  800  units. 

“Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  867  units. 

“Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

“Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 

“Fort  Ord,  California,  500  units. 

“Fort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

“Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts,  1,200  units. 

"Outside  the  United  States 

“Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Rico,  150  units. 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  aniend- 
ed,  is  amended  under  the  heading  ‘Conti¬ 
nental  United  States’,  in  section  101,  as 
follows : 

“(1)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)’,  with 
respect  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Mary¬ 
land,  strike  out  ‘$2,288,000’  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  ‘$2,613,000’. 

“(2)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Quartermaster  Corps)’, 
with  respect  to  New  Cumberland  General 
Depot,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out  ‘$464,000’  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$597,000’. 

“(3)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Signal  Corps)’,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out 
‘$1,936,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$2,- 
276,000’. 

“(4)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Fifth  Army  Area)  ’,  with  respect  to 
Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  strike  out 
‘$4,663,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$5,- 
051,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  ‘$116,915,000’  and 
‘$294,394,000’  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
‘$118,101,000’  and  ‘$295,580,000’,  respectively. 
"title  n 

“Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  military  installations 
and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  con¬ 
verting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities  and 
equipment  for  the  following  projects: 

"Inside  the  United  States 
“Shipyard  Facilities 

“Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $1,422,000. 

“Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $365,000. 

“David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock, 
Maryland:  Research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  $318,000. 

“Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California: 
Subsidence  protective  measures,  $500,1)00. 

“Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Con¬ 
necticut:  Troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $3,146,000. 

“Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire:  Operational  facilities,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  and  production  facilities,  $3,497,000. 
"Fleet  Base  Facilities 

“Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island :  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $7,353,000. 

“Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island,  California: 
Utilities,  $701,000. 

“Aviation  Facilities 
“(Naval  air  training  stations) 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mis¬ 
sissippi:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facili¬ 
ties:  and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Field,  Bravo, 
operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities, 
and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$6,147,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Florida: 
Community  facilities,  $400,000. 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  real  estate,  $2,811,000. 

“(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facili¬ 


ties,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $26,- 
584,  250.' 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California: 
Operational  facilities  $305,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $336,000. 

“(Marine  Corps  Air  Station) 

“Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beau¬ 
fort,  South  Carolina:  Operational  facilities, 
$51,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  facilities,  $48,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana, 
California:  Troop  housing,  $2,216,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Yuma,  Arizona:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  troop 
housing,  $3,851,000. 

“(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

“Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Spring,  Maryland :  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $1,051,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey: 
Utilities,  $726,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Mary¬ 
land:  Research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  $1,050,000. 

“Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania:  Research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  $333,000. 

“Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements:  at  Point  Arguello,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements;  and  at 
various  Pacific  islands,  operational  facilities, 
research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $30,000,000. 

“Supply  Facilities 

“Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne,  New  Jer¬ 
sey:  Administrative  facilities,  $123,000. 

“Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn, 
New  York:  Administrative  facilities,  $113,000. 

“Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Administrative  facilities,  $100,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Facilities 

“Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow, 
California:  Utilities,  $432,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  ammunition  storage  facilities,  $328,000. 

"Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms, 
Califorina:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  ammunition  storage  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $1,137,000. 

“Ordnance  Facilities 

“Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head, 
Maryland:  Research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  $972,000. 

“Service  School  Facilities 

“Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland: 
Utilities,  $1,025,000. 

“Naval  Communication  Training  Center, 
Corry  Field,  Florida:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $1,000,000. 

"Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Troop  housing  and  utilities,  $4,712,000. 

“Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Real 
estate,  $81,000. 

“Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Utilities,  $144,000. 

“Medical  Facilities 

“Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New 
London,  Connecticut:  Medical  research  fa¬ 
cilities,  $75,000. 

“Communication  Facilities 

“Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Ko¬ 
diak,  Alaska:  Operational  facilities,  $84,000. 
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•'Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Cape 
Chiniak,  Alaska:  Operational  facilities, 

$40,000.  „ 

“Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk, 
Virginia:  Operational  facilities,  $1,781,000. 

“Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar 
Grove,  West  Virginia:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facili¬ 
ties!  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $3,957,000. 

“Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County, 
Maine:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  ground 
improvements,  $3,179,000. 

“Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor, 
Maine:  Troop  housing,  $271,000. 

“Office  of  Naval  Research  Facilities 

“Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of 
Columbia:  Research,  development  and  test 
facilities,  $1,591,000. 

“Outside  the  United  States 
“Shipyard  Facilities 

“Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mari¬ 
ana  Islands:  Operational  facilities,  $507,000. 
“Aviation  Facilities 

“Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop 
housing  and  community  facilities,  $4,133,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $1,640,000. 

“Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing, 
$295,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon, 
Philippine  Islands:  Operational  facilities, 
$76,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay, 
Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $47,000. 

“Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto 
Rico:  Operational  facilities,  hospital  and 
medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $3,579,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $5,400,000. 

“Supply  facilities 

“Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu, 
Territory  of  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  and 
administrative  facilities,  $4,796,000. 

“Communication  facilities 

“Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamur- 
sel,  Turkey:  Utilities,  $105,000. 

“Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North 
Ireland:  Troop  housing,  $267,000. 

“Naval  Radio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu, 
Territory  of  Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $350,000. 

“Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa: 
Operational  facilities,  $2,038,000. 

“Naval  Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto 
Rico:  Utilities,  $86,000. 

“Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu, 
Territory  of  Hawaii:  Utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $274,000. 

“Yards  and  docks  facilities 

“Public  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana  Is¬ 
lands:  Utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
and  real  estate,  $10,947,000. 

“Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba: 
Utilities,  $760,000. 

“Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  classified  naval  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in 
the  total  amount  of  $18,495,000. 

“Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
may  establish  or  develop  Navy  installation 
and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construc¬ 
tion  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy 
missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new 
and  unforeseen  research  and  development 
requirements,  or  improved  production  sched¬ 
ules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 


that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  next  military  construction  au¬ 
thorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interest  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  con¬ 
vert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or 
temporary  public  works,  including  land  ac¬ 
quisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount 
of  $10,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  of  Representatives,  immedi¬ 
ately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  imple¬ 
ment,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any 
public  work  undertaken  under  this  section, 
including  those  real  estate  actions  pertain¬ 
ing  thereto.  This  authorization  will  expire 
as  of  September  30,  1960,  except  for  those 
public  works  projects  concerning  which  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  of  Representatives  have  been 
notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to 
that  date. 

“(b)  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August  20, 
1958  (72  Stat.  636,  646)  is  hereby  repealed 
except  for  those  public  works  projects  there¬ 
under  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September 
1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  fam¬ 
ily  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
and  community  facilities  at  the  following 
locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  ac¬ 
quired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through 
other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation: 

“Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  units. 

“(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

"Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston, 
South  Carolina,  40  units. 

“Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake, 
California,  500  units. 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nev¬ 
ada,  106  units. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225 
units. 

“Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500 
units. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California, 
500  units. 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport, 
Florida,  40  units. 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian, 
Mississippi,  320  units. 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia, 
Louisiana,  178  units. 

“Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Con¬ 
necticut,  500  units. 

“Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  500 
units. 

“Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory,  Panama 
City,  Florida,  42  units. 

“Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  450  units. 

“Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar 
Grove,  West  Virginia,  142  units. 

"Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynlne  Palms, 
California,  150  units. 

"Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting 
Field,  Florida,  229  units. 

“Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Yuma,  Arizona,  100  units. 

“Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty- 
third  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  section  202,  ‘$72,785,000’,  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  ‘$72,935,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
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in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
‘$72,785,000’,  and  ‘$212,833,000’,  and  inserting 
respectively  in  place  thereof  ‘$72,935,000’  and 
‘$212,983,000’. 

“Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty- 
fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
under  the  heading  ‘Inside  the  United  States’ 
in  section  201,  as  follows: 

“(1)  Under  the  subheading  ‘aviation  fa¬ 
cilities  (Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ’,  with 
respect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Memphis, 
Tennessee,  by  striking  out  ‘$511,000’  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  ‘$664,000’. 

“(2)  Under  the  subheading  ‘aviation  fa¬ 
cilities  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)’  with 
respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station, 
Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  by  striking  out 
‘$273,000’  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
‘$330,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
‘$312,004,000’,  and  ‘$430,716,000’  and  inserting 
respectively  in  place  thereof  ‘$312,214,000’, 
and  ‘$460,926,000’. 

“Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241.  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
■Inside  the  United  States’  in  section  201,  as 
follows : 

“(1)  Under  the  subheading  ‘aviation  fa¬ 
cilities  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ’,  with 
respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New 
River,  North  Carolina,  by  striking  out 
‘$39,000’  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
‘$52,000’. 

“(2)  Under  the  subheading  'marine  corps 
facilities’,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps 
Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  ‘$1,469,000’  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  ‘$1,596,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  ‘Outside  the 
United  States’  in  section  201  as  follows: 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘communication 
facilities’  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Secu¬ 
rity  Group  Activity,  Istanbul,  Turkey,  by 
striking  out  ‘$130,000’  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  ‘$320,000’. 

“(c)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  ‘$230,356,000’,  ‘$48,- 
199,000’,  and  ‘$337,611,000’,  and  inserting  re¬ 
spectively  in  place  thereof  ‘$230,496,000’, 
‘$48,389,000’,  and  ‘$337,941,000’. 

“title  III 

“Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  military  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 
projects: 

"Inside  the  United  States 
“Air  Defense  Command 

“Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Min¬ 
nesota:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $766,000. 

“Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $190,000. 

“Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks, 
North  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $2,309,000. 

“Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Rafael, 
California:  Operational  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

“K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Mar¬ 
quette,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
troop  housing,  $2,779,000. 

“Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  real  estate,  $955,000. 

“Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte 
Marie,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop 
housing,  $1,755,000. 
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“McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Wash¬ 
ington:  Maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$523,000. 

“Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Da¬ 
kota  :  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $3,371,000. 

“NORAD  Headquarters,  Colorado  Springs 
Area,  Colorado:  Operational  facilities,  and 
real  estate,  $10,000,000. 

"Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massa¬ 
chusetts  :  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,234,000. 

“Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  facilities  and  real  estate, 
$255,000. 

“Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas 
City,  Missouri:  Maintenance  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $866,000. 

"Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens, 
Michigan:  Maintenance  facilities,  $612,000. 

“Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  West- 
hampton  Beach,  New  York:  Operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  real  estate,  $269,000. 

“Tyndall  Air  Force  Base.  Panama  City, 
Florida:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $4,266,000. 

“Alaskan  Air  Command 

“Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,181,000. 

"Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,150,000. 

“Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $100,000. 

“King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska:  Supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $1,690,000. 

“Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $250,000. 

“Various  locations,  Alaska:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $16,510,000. 

“Air  Materiel  Command 

“Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  New  York: 
Maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$676,000. 

“Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $341,000. 

“Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,180,- 
000. 

“McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento, 
California:  Operational  facilities,  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $1,548,000. 

"Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown, 
Pennsylvania:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,676,000. 

"Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia: 
Supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$900,000. 

“Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City, 
Oklahoma:  Operational  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

"Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton, 
Ohio:  Research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $12,000,000. 
“Air  Research  and  Development  Command 

“Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center, 
Tullahoma,  Tennessee:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $6,- 
690,000. 

“Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  medical  facilities,  $787,000. 

“Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
$833,000. 

“Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo, 
New  Mexico:  Research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $909,000. 

“Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford, 
Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  and  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,- 
952,000. 

“Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida: 
Operational  facilities,  research,  development. 


and  test  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,822,000. 

“Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Research 
Site,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico:  Research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  and  Utilities, 
$616,000. 

“Air  Training  Command 

“Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas: 
Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,828,000. 

“James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco, 
Texas:  Operational  facilities,  $216,000. 

“Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio, 
Texas:  Training  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,307,000. 

“Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado: 
Operational  facilities,  $405,000. 

“Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $1,980,000. 

“Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $408,000. 

“Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls, 
Texas:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  hospital 
facilities,  $7,047,600. 

“Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  facilities,  $250,000. 

“Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
utilities,  ground  improvements,  and  real  es¬ 
tate,  $2,168,000. 

“Air  University 

“Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Ala¬ 
bama:  Administrative  facilities,  and  troop 
housing,  $1,915,000. 

“Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery, 
Alabama:  Operational  facilities,  $391,000. 

“Headquarters  Command 

“Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs, 
Maryland:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $20,000,000. 

“Military  Air  Transport  Service 

“Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston, 
South  Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$822,000. 

“Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $750,000. 

“McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrlghtstown, 
New  Jersey:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,083,000. 

“Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois: 
Supply  facilities,  $253,000. 

“Strategic  Air  Command 

“Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport, 
Louisiana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $110,000. 

“Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Supply  facilities,  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $187,000. 

“Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $300,000. 

“Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance 
facilities,  $416,000. 

“Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville, 
Arkansas:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,099,000. 

“Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,725,000. 

“Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth, 
Texas:  Operational  facilities,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $1,484,000. 

“Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California: 
Maintenance  facilities,  ground  improvements, 
and  real  estate,  $425,000. 

“Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles, 
Louisiana:  Utilities,  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $350,000. 

“Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilming¬ 
ton,  Ohio:  Hospital  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,915,000. 

“Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton, 
Oklahoma:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 


nance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$621,000. 

“Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mis¬ 
sissippi  :  Operational  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  community  facilities,  $264,000. 

“Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson, 
Arizona:  Operational  facilities,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $895,000. 

“Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $1,071,000. 

“Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $292,000. 

“Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City, 
South  Dakota:  Operational  facilities,  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $1,445,000. 

“Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Wash¬ 
ington:  Operational  facilities,  $158,000. 

“Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas: 
Operational  facilities,  $762,000. 

“Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Chey¬ 
enne,  Wyoming:  Administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,461,000. 

“Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Mon¬ 
tana:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,661,000. 

“Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead, 
Florida:  Operational  facilities,  $6,364,000. 

“Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Geor¬ 
gia:  Operational  facilities,  $410,000. 

“Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Wash¬ 
ington  :  Operational  facilities,  and  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  $1,036,000. 

“Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln  Nebraska: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $164,000. 

“Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock, 
Arkansas:  Operational  facilities,  $325,000. 

“Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $48,000. 

“MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida: 
Maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$866,000. 

“Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Montana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $712,000. 

“March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Operational  facilities,  $6,052,000. 

“McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kan¬ 
sas:  Operational  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $1,039,000. 

“McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,402,000. 

“Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Moun¬ 
tain  Home,  Idaho:  Operational  facilities,  and 
troop  housing,  $1,361,000. 

“Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,802,000, 

“Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New 
Hampshire :  Operational  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $542,000. 

“Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh, 
New  York:  Operational  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $1,134,000. 

“Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville, 
Wisconsin:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,533,000. 

“Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas: 
Operational  facilities,  $4,147,000. 

“Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia: 
Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  community  facilities,  $1,098,000. 

“Vandenburg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc, 
California:  Operational  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $147,000. 

“Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell,  New 
Mexico :  Operational  facilities,  and  ground 
improvements,  $942,000. 

“Whiteman  Air  Force  Base.  Knob  Noster, 
Missouri:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$2,406,000. 

“Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Mich¬ 
igan:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,484,000. 
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“Tactical  Air  Command 
"Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mex¬ 
ico:  Maintenance  facilities,  $800,000. 

“England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria,  Loui¬ 
siana:  Operational  faculties,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,468,000. 

“George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Hospital  facilities,  $1,820,200. 

"Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Vir¬ 
ginia:  Maintenance  facilities,  $540,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle 
Beach,  South  Carolina:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $151,000. 

“Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada: 
Operational  facilities,  and  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $557,000. 

“Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennes¬ 
see:  Maintenance  facilities,  $2,249,000. 

“Seymour -Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Golds¬ 
boro,  North  Carolina:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$3,150,000. 

“Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Maintenance  facilities,  $505,000. 

“WUliams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Ari¬ 
zona:  Operational  facilities,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $246,000. 

“Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  System 
“Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
family  housing,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $74,- 
651,000. 

"Outside  the  United  States 
“Military  Air  Transport  Service 
“Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,199,000. 

"Pacific  Air  Forces 

“Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu, 
Hawaii:  Operational  facilities,  $1,299,000. 

“Wake  Island:  Supply  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,211,000. 

“Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $21,778,000. 

“Strategic  Air  Command 
"Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam :  Utilities, 
$106,000. 

“Ramey  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,309,000. 

“Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$6,996,000. 

“United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe 
“Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $15,160,000. 

“United  States  Air  Force  Security  Service 
“Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $4,908,000. 

“Special  facilities 

“Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
$105,000. 

“Aircraft  control  and  warning  system 
“Various  locations:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities, 
and  ground  improvements,  $16,987,000. 

“Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  classified  military 
installations  and  facilities  for  ballistic,  stra¬ 
tegic,  and  defense  missiles  and  ballistic  mis¬ 
sile  detection  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 


permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in 
the  total  amount  of  $417,541,000. 

“Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  may  establish  or  develop  Air  Force  in¬ 
stallations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with 
construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in 
Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  develop¬ 
ments,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  requirements,  or  improved  pro¬ 
duction  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  determines  that  deferral  of  such  con¬ 
struction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  in¬ 
consistent  with  interests  of  national  secur¬ 
ity,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  acquire, 
construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in 
the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his 
designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reach¬ 
ing  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  any  public  work  under¬ 
taken  under  this  section,  including  those 
real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This 
authorization  will  expire  as  of  September 
30,  1960,  except  for  those  public  works  pro¬ 
jects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  have  been  notified  pursuant 
to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

“(b)  Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August  20, 
1958  (72  Stat.  636,  655)  is  hereby  repealed 
except  for  those  public  works  projects  there- 
under  concerning  which  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized 
to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  other¬ 
wise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  and  community  facilities  at  the  fol¬ 
lowing  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454),  or 
through  other  commodity  transactions  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

“Various  locations,  France,  300  units. 

“Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
203  units  and  community  facilities. 

“Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  187  units  and  community  facilities. 

"Burderop  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom, 
152  units  and  community  facilities. 

“Croughton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
31  units. 

“Greenham  Common  RAF  Station,  United 
Kingdom,  135  units. 

"High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United 
Kingdom,  138  units. 

“Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United 
Kingdom,  468  units  and  hospital  facilities. 

“Ruislip  (West)  RAF  Station,  United 
Kingdom,  community  facilities. 

"Sculthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
61  units  and  community  facilities. 

“Welford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
31  units. 

“Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  community  facilities. 

“Woodbridge  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  community  facilities. 

“Classified  locations,  1,083  units  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

“(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  construct 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quar¬ 
ters  at  the  following  locations: 

“Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas, 
100  units. 


"Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470 
units. 

“Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  400 
units. 

"Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  160 
units. 

“Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  100 
units. 

“Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  South  Caro¬ 
lina,  350  units. 

“Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio, 
150  units. 

“Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Okla¬ 
homa,  400  units. 

“Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  340 
units. 

“Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 

"Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

“Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  units. 

“Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota, 
190  units. 

“Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyo¬ 
ming,  156  units. 

“Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  500 
units. 

“Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota, 
670  units. 

“Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  240 
units. 

“Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  520 
units. 

“K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  470 
units. 

“Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330 
units. 

“Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

“Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

“Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  100  units. 

“Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  560 
units. 

“Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230 
units. 

“Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  530 
units. 

“Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

“Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho, 
820  units. 

“Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  400  units. 

“Travis  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600 
units. 

“Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  200  units. 

“Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  200 
units. 

“Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170 
units. 

“Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600 
units. 

“Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350 
units. 

“Wurtsmlth  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390 
units. 

“Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as 

amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading 
‘Outside  the  United  States'  in  section  301, 
as  follows: 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘alaskan  air  com¬ 
mand’,  with  respect  to  Ladd  Air  Force  Base, 
strike  out  ‘$1,630,000’  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  ‘$1,895,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  ‘$160,705,000’,  and 
‘$607,460,000’  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
‘$160,970,000’  and  ‘$607,725,000’,  respectively. 

“Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685  is 

amended,  under  the  heading  ‘Inside  the 
United  States’  in  section  301  as  follows: 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘strategic  air 
command’ — 

“(1)  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force 
Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out  ‘$1,- 
832,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$2,182,000’. 

“(2)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base, 
Omaha,  Nebraska,  strike  out  ‘$3,265,000’  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$3,890,000’. 

“(3)  with  respect  to  Richard  Bong  Air 
Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin,  strike  out 
‘$15,552,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$16,655,000’. 
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"(b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  ‘$542,161,000’  and  ‘$952,415,000’ 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  ‘$544,239,000’ 
and  ‘$954,493,000’,  respectively. 

‘‘Sec.  307.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
is  authorized  to  make  a  study  of  the  need 
for  grade  separation  on  ‘Old  Loop  No.  13’ 
which  traverses  a  portion  of  Lackland  Air 
Force  Base,  Texas.  Expenditure  of  $25,000 
out  of  appropriations  available  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  for 
such  study. 

"title  rv 

"General  Provisions 

"Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military 
department  may  proceed  to  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  under 
this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  3648 
and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended 
(31  U.S.C.  529;  40  UJS.C.  259,  267),  and 
sections  4774(d)  and  9774(d)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place 
permanent  or  temporary  improvements  on 
land  includes  authority  for  surveys,  admin¬ 
istration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervi¬ 
sion  incident  to  construction.  That  author¬ 
ity  may  be  exercised  before  title  to  the  land 
is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  255),  and 
even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily. 
The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land 
includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to 
acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (includ¬ 
ing  temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  purchase,  ex¬ 
change  of  Government-owned  land,  or 
otherwise. 

“Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  appro¬ 
priations  for  public  works  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not 
exceed — 

“(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$72,363,100;  outside  the  United  States, 
$24,210,000;  section  102,  $81,830,000;  section 
103,  $10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $188,403,100. 

"(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$113,356,250;  outside  the  United  States, 
$35,300,000;  section  202,  $18,495,000;  section 
203,  $10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $177,151,250. 

“(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$296,897,800;  outside  the  United  States, 
$73,058,000;  section  302,  $417,541,000;  section 
303,  $10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $797,496,800. 

“Sec.  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in 
titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  Act,  may,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned,  be 
increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  in¬ 
side  the  United  States  (other  than  Alaska) 
and  by  10  per  centum  for  projects  outside 
the  United  States  or  in  Alaska.  However, 
the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such 
title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects 
in  that  title. 

“Sec.  404.  Whenever — 

"(1)  the  President  determines  that  com¬ 
pliance  with  section  2313(b)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  for  contracts  made 
under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or 
development  of  military  installations  and 
facilities  in  foreign  countries  would  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  carrying  out  of  this  Act;  and 

“(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Comptroller  General  have  agreed  upon  al¬ 
ternative  methods  of  adequately  auditing 
those  contracts; 

the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts 
from  the  requirements  of  that  section. 

“Sec.  405.  Contracts  for  construction  made 
by  the  United  States  for  performance  within 
the  United  States,  its  Territories  and  pos¬ 
sessions,  under  this  Act  shall  be  executed 
under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the 
Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks, 
Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  determines  that  because 
such  jurisdiction  and  supervision  is  wholly 


impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  exe¬ 
cuted  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision 
of  another  department  or  Government 
agency,  and  shall  be  awarded,  insofar  as 
practicable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the 
lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national 
security  will  not  be  impaired  and  the  award 
is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  The  Secretaries  of  the 
military  departments  shall  report  semian¬ 
nually  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on 
other  than  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest 
responsible  bidder. 

"Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authori¬ 
zations  for  military  public  works  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  the  Secretary  of  a  military 
department  in  connection  with  the  estab¬ 
lishment  or  development  of  military  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities,  and  all  authorizations 
for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  31, 
1957,  and  not  superseded  or  otherwise  modi¬ 
fied  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed, 
except — 

"(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and 
for  appropriations  therefor  that  are  set  forth 
in  those  Acts  in  the  titles  that  contain 
the  general  provisions; 

“(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works 
projects  as  to  which  appropriated  funds  have 
been  obligated  for  construction  contracts  or 
land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in  part  be¬ 
fore  July  1,  1960,  and  authorizations  for  ap¬ 
propriations  therefor; 

"(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental 
guarantee  for  family  housing  in  the  amount 
of  $100,000,000  that  is  contained  in  section 
302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606, 
622); 

“(4)  the  authorization  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Line  of  Communications,  France, 
in  the  amount  of  $10,000,000  that  is  con¬ 
tained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of 
July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609) ; 

“(5)  the  authorization  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  classified  facilities  in  the  amount 
of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28,  1951 
(65  Stat.  336,  343); 

“(6)  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  507  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958 
(72  Stat.  636,  661),  the  authorization  for: 

“(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  instal¬ 
lation  in  the  amount  of  $2,234,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section  101  of  the  Act 
of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328) ; 

“(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$369,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  sec¬ 
tion  102,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69 
Stat.  324,  328); 

“(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe,  in 
the  amount  of  $6,925,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3, 
1956  (70  Stat.  991,994); 

“(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in 
the  amount  of  $1,060,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  August  3, 
1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994); 

“(e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$6,300,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  sec¬ 
tion  102,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70 
Stat.  991.994); 

“(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  re¬ 
moval  for  flight  clearance  in  the  amount  of 
$754,000  at  various  locations  that  is  con¬ 
tained  in  title  II,  section  201,  under  the 
heading  ‘Continental  United  States’  and 
subheading  ‘aviation  facilities  (Special  Pur¬ 
pose  Air  Stations)  ’  of  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332) ,  as  amended; 

“(g)  operational  facilities  in  the  amount 
of  $700,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Jack¬ 
sonville,  Florida,  that  is  contained  in  title 
II,  section  201,  under  the  heading  ‘Inside 
the  United  States’  and  subheading  ‘aviation 
facilities  (Fleet  Support  Air  Stations)  ’  in 
the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  996), 
as  amended; 


"(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  family  housing  contained  in  the  Act 
of  July  15.  1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  section  504  of  the  Act  of  August  20, 
1958  (72  Stat.  636,  660),  made  available  such 
authorization  for  the  construction  of  family 
housing  for  the  Department  of  the  Army  at 
Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania,  Fort  Benja¬ 
min  Harrison,  Indiana,  and  Fort  Shatter, 
Hawaii,  and  for  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force  at  Sundance,  Wyoming,  and  at  four 
locations  outside  the  United  States. 

“(i)  the  authorization  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$5,000,000  for  Camp  Jackson  (now  Fort  Jack- 
son),  South  Carolina,  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324,  326) :  Provided,  That  the 
unit  cost  per  bed  does  not  exceed  $20,000. 

“(j)  medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$2,667,000  for  Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lin¬ 
coln,  Nebraska,  that  is  contained  in  title  III, 
section  301,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69 
Stat.  324,  344) :  Provided,  That  this  authori¬ 
zation  shall  expire  on  January  1,  1961,  if  not 
funded  prior  to  that  date. 

“Sec.  407.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is 
further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1959  through 
and  including  1962,  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively,  are 
authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities  at  or 
near  military  tactical  installations  for  as¬ 
signment  as  public  quarters  to  military  per¬ 
sonnel  and  their  dependents,  if  any,  without 
rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities 
at  or  near  such  military  tactical  installa¬ 
tions.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased 
on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not 
more  than  seven  thousand  five  hundred  of 
such  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time. 
Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing 
facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations 
available  for  maintenance  and  operation  but 
may  not  exceed  $150  a  month  for  any  such 
unit.’ 

“Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of 
the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556) , 
as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

‘“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
any  other  law,  and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no 
family  housing  units  shall  be  contracted  for 
or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military  in¬ 
stallations  or  activities  unless  the  actual 
number  of  units  involved  has  been  specific¬ 
ally  authorized  by  an  annual  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  Act  except  (1)  hous¬ 
ing  units  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  404  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1955;  (2)  rental  guarantee  family 
housing  authorized  under  section  302  of  the 
Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622)  :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  more  than  five  thousand 
units  shall  be  contracted  for  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  such  section  prior  to  June  30, 
1964;  and  (3)  housing  units  leased  for  terms 
of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for 
terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  2675  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.’ 

“Sec.  409.  The  Secretary  of  a  military  de¬ 
partment  may  acquire  by  lease  for  indefinite 
periods  of  time  real  property  in  the  Ryukyu 
Islands  needed  by  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment.  Rentals  for  such  leases  may  be  paid  in 
advance  from  appropriations  available  for 
operation  and  maintenance  except  advance 
payments  for  periods  in  excess  of  five  years 
which  shall  be  from  appropriations  available 
for  military  construction. 

“Sec.  410.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection  at  the  end 
thereof : 

“  ‘(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the 
family  quarters  constructed  from  appro¬ 
priated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Army  may  be 
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four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 
area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy 
■by  officers  holding  grades  below  major.’ 

“(b)  Section  7574  Is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection  at  the  end 
thereof: 

‘“(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the 
family  quarters  constructed  from  appropri¬ 
ated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Navy  may  be 
four-bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor 
area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occupancy 
by  officers  holding  grades  below  lieutenant 
commander.’ 

“(c)  Section  0774  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection  at  the  end 
thereof : 

“‘(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the 
family  quarters  constructed  from  appro¬ 
priated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air  Force 
may  be  four -bedroom  quarters  having  a  net 
floor  area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for 
occupancy  by  officers  holding  grades  below 
major.’ 

“Sec.  411.  To  the  extent  that  any  author¬ 
ity  provided  by  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958 
(72  Stat.  636),  or  this  Act,  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  appropriated  fund  family  housing  at 
locations  in  foreign  countries  is  not  utilized, 
the  construction  or  acquisition  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  housing  units  so  authorized  may  be 
accomplished  at  the  same  locations  under 
the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of 
September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as 
amended. 

“Sec.  412.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall,  on  or  before  January  31,  1960,  submit 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
complete  and  detailed  information  with 
respect  to  the  various  types  and  kinds  of 
aircraft,  missiles,  and  naval  vessels  being 
procured  by  the  armed  forces  of  the  United 
States,  including  the  number  of  each  type 
and  kind  procured  and  the  cost  thereof  and 
the  number  of  each  type  and  kind  proposed 
to  be  procured  and  the  estimated  cost 
thereof. 

“(b)  No  funds  may  be  appropriated  after 
December  31,  1960,  to  or  for  the  use  of  any 
armed  force  of  the  United  States  for  the 
procurement  of  aircraft,  missiles,  or  naval 
vessels  unless  the  appropriation  of  such 
funds  has  been  authorized  by  legislation  en¬ 
acted  after  such  date. 

“Sec.  413.  Section  109(a)  of  Public  Law 
85-685  (72  Stat.  636,  641)  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  sentence  at  the  end 
thereof :  ‘However,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
shall  not  make  available  to  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  the  General  Services  Administration, 
or  his  designee,  for  sale  pursuant  to  this 
section,  such  lands,  or  interests  therein,  not 
exceeding  one  hundred  and  eighteen  acres 
for  channel  straightening,  and  four  hundred 
acres  for  a  temporary  spoil  disposal  area  for 
a  period  of  ten  years,  as  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  determines  to  be  necessary  for  the  im¬ 
provement  or  maintenance  of  the  Houston 
Ship  Channel  Project.’ 

“Sec.  414.  (a)  Section  803(a)  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  last  proviso  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  ‘And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  more  mortgages  shall  be  in¬ 
sured  under  this  title  after  September  30, 
1960,  except  pursuant  to  a  commitment  to 
insure  before  such  date,  and  not  more  than 
twenty  thousand  family  housing  units  shall 
be  contracted  for  after  June  30,  1959,  pur¬ 
suant  to  any  mortgage  insured  under  sec¬ 
tion  803  of  this  title  after  such  date.’ 

“(b)  Nothwithstanding  the  authorizations 
for  the  construction  of  family  housing  con¬ 
tained  in  subsections  104(b),  204(b),  and 
304(b)  of  this  Act,  the  total  number  of  units 
of  family  housing  contracted  for  after  June 
30,  1959,  and  before  October  1,  1960,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  authority  contained  in  such  sub¬ 
sections  shall  not  exceed  a  total  of  twenty 
thousand  units.  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  determine  the  total  number  of  units 


to  be  constructed  by  each  of  the  military 
services  in  conformity  with  the  provisions 
of  this  section.  The  Secretaries  of  the  three 
military  departments,  or  the  designee  of 
each,  shall  promptly  notify  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  any  determination 
made  hereunder  as  it  affects  each  such  de¬ 
partment. 

“Sec.  415.  Section  403  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subsection  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“  ‘(d)  On  request  by  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  the  Attorney  General  shall  furnish  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  an 
opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  title  to  any 
property  on  which  it  is  proposed  to  construct 
housing,  or  on  which  housing  has  been  con¬ 
structed,  under  this  section.  If  the  opinion 
of  the  Attorney  General  is  that  the  title  to 
any  such  property  is  good  and  sufficient,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  is  authorized  to  guaran¬ 
tee,  or  enter  into  a  commitment  to  guaran¬ 
tee,  the  mortgagee,  under  a  mortgage  on  such 
property  which  is  insured  under  title  VIII 
of  the  National  Housing  Act,  against  any 
losses  that  may  thereafter  arise  from  adverse 
claims  to  title.  None  of  the  proceeds  of  any 
mortgage  loan  hereafter  insured  under  such 
title  VIII  shall  be  used  for  title  search  and 
title  insurance  costs:  Provided,  That  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  deter¬ 
mines  in  the  case  of  any  housing  project,  that 
the  financing  of  the  construction  of  such 
project  is  imnossible  unless  title  insurance 
is  provided,  the  Secretary  may  provide  for 
the  payment  of  the  reasonable  costs  neces¬ 
sary  for  obtaining  title  search  and  title  in¬ 
surance.  Any  payments  by  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  bs  made  from  the  revolving 
fund  established  under  section  404(g).  Any 
determination  by  the  Secretary  under'  the 
foregoing  proviso  shall  be  set  forth  in  writ¬ 
ing,  together  with  the  reasons  therefor.  The 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  shall  be 
promptly  notified  of  each  such  determina¬ 
tion,  and  of  the  amount  of  any  payment 
made  by  the  Secretary  for  title  search  and 
title  insurance  costs.’ 

"Sec.  416.  None  of  the  authority  contained 
in  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  to  authorize  any  building  construc¬ 
tion  project  within  the  continental  United 
States  (other  than  Alaska)  at  a  unit  cost 
in  excess  of— 

"(1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage 
warehousing: 

"(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  ware¬ 
housing: 

“(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  bar¬ 
racks: 

“(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer 
quarters; 

unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that,  because  of  special  circumstances,  appli¬ 
cation  to  such  project  of  the  limitations  on 
unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is  im¬ 
practicable. 

“Sec.  417.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3, 
1958  (72  Stat.  78) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
‘$500,000’  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
‘$900,000.’ 

"Sec.  418.  Section  404(c)(2)  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Amendments  of  1955  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  the  first  two  sentences  thereof  and  sub¬ 
stituting  the  following  language:  ‘In  any 
condemnation  proceedings  instituted  to  ac¬ 
quire  any  such  housing,  or  interest  therein, 
the  court  shall  not  order  the  party  in  pos¬ 
session  to  surrender  possession  in  advance 
of  final  judgment  unless  a  declaration  of 
taking  has  been  filed,  and  a  deposit  of  the 
amount  estimated  to  be  just  compensation 
has  been  made,  under  the  first  section  of  the 
Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421) .  The 
amount  of  such  deposit  for  the  purpose  of 
this  section  shall  not  in  any  case  be  less  than 
an  amount  equal  to  the  actual  cost  of  the 
housing  (not  including  the  value  of  any  im¬ 


provements  installed  or  constructed  with  ap¬ 
propriated  funds)  as  certified  by  the  sponsor 
or  owner  of  the  project  to  the  Federal  Hous¬ 
ing  Commissioner  pursuant  to  any  statute  or 
any  regulation  issued  by  the  Federal  Hous¬ 
ing  Commissioner,  reduced  by  the  amount 
of  the  principal  obligation  of  the  mortgage 
outstanding  at  the  time  possession  is  sur¬ 
rendered,  but  any  such  deposit  shall  not  in¬ 
clude  any  excess  mortgage  proceeds  or  "wind¬ 
falls,”  kickbacks  and  rebates  received  in 
connection  with  the  construction  of  said 
housing  as  determined  by  the  Department  of 
Defense,  or  any  other  Federal  agency.  The 
amount  of  such  deposit  in  any  case  where 
the  sponsor  or  owner  has  not  certified  the 
cost  of  the  project  to  the  Federal  Housing 
Commissioner  at  the  time  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  shall  be  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46 
Stat.  1421)  :  Provided,  That  in  the  event  there 
is  withdrawn  from  the  registry  of  the  court 
by  the  owner  or  sponsor  a  sum  of  money  in 
excess  of  the  final  award  of  just  compensa¬ 
tion,  this  excess  shall  be  repaid  to  the  United 
States  plus  a  sum  equal  to  4  per  centum 
per  annum  on  such  excess  from  the  time  such 
sum  is  deposited  in  the  registry  of  the  court : 
Provided  further.  That  any  court  in  which 
money  is  deposited  as  provided  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  require  the  furnishing  of  security 
by  the  owner  to  protect  the  United  States 
from  any  loss  by  reason  of  a  final  award  of 
just  compensation  of  less  than  the  amount 
deposited:  And  provided  further.  That  the 
deposit  required  to  be  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  without  prejudice  to  any  party  in 
the  determination  of  just  compensation. 
Unless  title  is  in  dispute,  the  court,  upon 
application  and  subject  to  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection,  shall  promptly  pay 
to  the  owner  at  least  75  per  centum  of  the 
amount  so  deposited,  but  such  payment  shall 
be  made  without  prejudice  to  any  party  to 
the  proceeding.’ 

“Sec.  419.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
not  later  than  September  15,  1959,  report  to 
the  Armed  Services  Committees  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  the  results  of  a 
complete  review  of  all  previously  authorized 
surface-to-air  missile  sites  with  the  assur¬ 
ance  ( 1 )  that  the  review  reveals  the  military 
necessity  for  the  construction  of  the  sites 
selected,  (2)  that  the  performance  and  capa¬ 
bility  of  the  missiles  selected  for  the  respec¬ 
tive  sites  are  in  consonance  with  military 
requirements  so  as  to  eliminate,  insofar  as 
possible,  overlapping  of  missions  and  dupli¬ 
cation  of  weapons  systems,  and  (3)  that 
particular  attention  shall  be  given  to  the 
feasibility  of  modifying  or  expediting  any 
of  the  missile  programs  for  either  defense  or 
offense. 

“Sec.  420.  In  carrying  out  in  a  foreign 
country  any  project  authorized  by  this  Act 
or  any  other  Military  Construction  Act  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  enacted,  currencies  of 
such  country  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law 
480,  Eighty- third  Congress)  shall,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  available  and  feasible,  be  used  in  lieu 
of  dollars.  The  Department  of  Defense  shall 
reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  any  foreign  currencies  so  utilized  in 
carrying  out  such  projects. 

“Sec.  421.  Titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  Act 
may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Military  Construction 
Act  of  1959’. 

“title  v 

"Reserve  forces  facilities 

“Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  may  establish  or  develop  the  following 
facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

“(1)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

“Army  Reserve 

“Aberdeen,  South  Dakota:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $168,000. 
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“Akron  (Number  2) ,  Ohio:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $574,000. 

“Allentown -Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania : 

Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

“Anderson,  Indiana:  Training  facilities, 
$136,000. 

"Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  Training  facilities, 
$317,000. 

“Aurora,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,- 
000. 

"Bardstown,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

“Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $176,000. 

“Bellaire,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,- 

000. 

“Bloomington,  Illinois:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

“Bloomington,  Indiana:  Training  facilities, 
$302,000. 

“Bridgeport-Fairfield,  Connecticut:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities  addition,  $64,000. 

"Bronx,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$98,000. 

“Brownsville,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$152,000. 

“Butler,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 
$136,000. 

“Champaign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities, 
$302,000. 

“Chicago  Heights,  Illinois:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $302,000. 

“Chico,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

“Cumberland,  Maryland:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $288,000. 

“Dallas  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facil¬ 
ities  addition,  $64,000. 

“Dayton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

“Delaware,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $302,- 
000. 

“Detroit  (Number  1),  Michigan:  Training 
facilities,  $602,000. 

“Detroit  (Number  2),  Michigan:  Training 
facilities,  $602,000. 

“Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$317,000. 

“East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $156,000. 


“El  Dorado,  Arkansas 
$152,000. 

:  Training 

facilities. 

“Evanston,  Illinois : 
$574,000. 

Training 

facilities, 

“Flint,  Michigan: 
$551,000. 

Training 

facilities, 

“Fort  Smith,  Arkansas 
$152,000. 

:  Training 

facilities, 

“Fulton,  Missouri: 
$160,000. 

Training 

facilities. 

"Gadsden,  Alabama: 
$144,000. 

Training 

facilities. 

“Galveston,  Texas: 
$152,000. 

Training 

facilities, 

“Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $168,000. 

“Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$176,000. 

“Hammond,  Indiana:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

“Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 
$152,000. 

“Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $288,000. 

“Joliet,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,- 
000. 

“Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

“La  Crosse,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$317,000. 

“Lafayette,  Louisiana:  Training  facilities, 
$152,000. 

“Malone,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$176,000. 

“Mankato,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$176,000. 

“Marion,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

“Meadville,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $168,000. 

“Milwaukee  (West),  Wisconsin:  Training 
facilities,  $602,000. 


“Morristown,  New  Jersey:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $317,000. 

“Mount  Vernon,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

“Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

“Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities, 
$288,000. 

“New  Orleans  (Number  1),  Louisiana: 
Training  facilities,  $520,000. 

“Odessa,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 

$152,000. 

“Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

“Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$176,000. 

“Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$176,000. 

“Painesville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$168,000. 

“Pittsburgh  (Number  3),  Pennsylvania: 
Training  facilities,  $574,000. 

“Purcell,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

“Rolla,  Missouri:  Training  facilities, 

$160,000. 

“Rutland,  Vermont:  Training  facilities, 
$143,000. 

“Sacramento,  California*  Training  facili¬ 
ties  addition,  $61,000. 

“Saint  Cloud,  Minnesota:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $330,000. 

“Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities, 

$61,000. 

“San  Antonio  (Number  2),  Texas:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $520,000. 

“San  Diego,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$526,000. 

“San  Marcos,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$152,000. 

“Santa  Barbara,  California:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $136,000. 

“Savanah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$259,000. 

“Springfield,  Missouri:  Training  facilities 
addition,  $73,000. 

“Uniontown,  Pennsylvania:  Training'  fa¬ 
cilities,  $220,000. 

“Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$302,000. 

“Washington,  Iowa:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

“Washington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

"Washington,  Pennsylvania:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $136,000. 

“Wenatchee,  Washington:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $168,000. 

“Westminster,  Maryland:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $160,000. 

“Various  locations:  Training  facilities 
minor  additions,  $1,788,000. 

“Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities, 
$800,000. 

“San  Jose,  California:  Parking  lot  and 
drill  grounds,  $1. 

“Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
(Armory) 

“Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $55,000. 

“Anchorage,  Alaska:  Training  facilities, 
$276,000. 

"Baltimore  (Dundalk),  Maryland:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $215,000. 

“Bayamon,  Puerto  Rico :  Training  facilities, 
$150,000. 

“Beebe,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 
$45,000. 

“Belen,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000. 

“Benson,  North  Carolina:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $105,000. 

“Birmingham,  Alabama:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $160,000. 

“Bound  Brook,  New  Jersey:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $80,000. 

“Buffalo,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$75,000. 

“Butte,  Montana:  Training  facilities, 
$70,000. 
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“Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey: 
Training  facilities,  $250,000. 

"Colby,  Kansas:  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

“Coleville,  Washington:  Training  facilities, 
$150,000. 

“De  Witt,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 
$45,000. 

“Donna,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

“Durant,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities, 
$54,000. 

“Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training 
facilities,  $105,000. 

“Elyria!  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

“Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $169,000. 

"Farmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities, 
$115,000. 

“Flemlngton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $80,000. 

"Freehold,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$80,000. 

“Gainesville  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$90,000. 

“Greeley,  Colorado:  Training  facilities, 
$132,000. 

“Hackettstown,  New  Jersey:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $80,000. 

“Hazen,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 
$45,000. 

“Idaho  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

“Inman,  South  Carolina:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $99,000. 

“Iuka,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities, 
$54,000. 

“Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $375,000. 

“Jonesville,  South  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $99,000. 

“Lancaster,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

“Leominster,  Massachusetts:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $200,000. 

“Martindale  Army  Air  Field,  Texas:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $210,000. 

“Milan,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

“Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$235,000. 

“Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina:  Training 
facilities,  $105,000. 

“New  Brockton,  Alabama:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $70,000. 

“Newton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$30,000. 

“Norwalk,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 

$140,000. 

“Olean,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$46,000. 

“Omaha,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities, 
$450,000. 

“Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$52,000. 

“Plenty wood,  Montana:  Training  facilities, 
$63,000. 

“Ponce,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities, 
$150,000. 

“Princeton,  West  Virginia;  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $60,000.  ' 

"Quitman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities, 
$54,000. 

“Ronceverte,  West  Virginia:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $54,000. 

“Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities, 

$200,000. 

"Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$565,000. 

“Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

“San  German,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $150,000. 

"Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$600,000. 

"Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $60,000. 

“Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $160,000. 

“Troy,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$47,000. 

“Tuekerton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $80,000. 
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“Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities, 

$54,000.  , 

••Various  locations:  Training  facilities 
minor  conversions,  $84,000. 

“Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
(Nonarmory) 

“Bismarck,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $57,000.  . 

•■Buckhannon,  West  Virginia:  Administra¬ 
tive  and  supply  facilities,  $206,000. 

“Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $308,000. 

“Hayward,  ’Wisconsin:  ^faintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  $52,000. 

‘  Jersey  City,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $49,000. 

••  (2 )  For  Department  of  the  Navy : 

“Naval  Reserve  (Aviation) 

“Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force 
Base),  Atlanta,  Georgia:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $838,000.. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $348,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois: 
Operational  facilities,  $59,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan: 
Operational  facilities  and  utilities,  $771,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $563,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisi¬ 
ana:  Supply  facilities  and  maintenance 
facilities,  $178,000. 

“Naval  Ait  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Oper¬ 
ational  facilities,  $192,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth, 
Massachusetts:  Operational  facilities, 

$76,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Penn¬ 
sylvania:  Operational  facilities,  supply  facil¬ 
ities,  and  medical  facilities,  $797,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  (Surface) 

“Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Train¬ 
ing  Center,  Beaumont,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $65,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Cham¬ 
paign,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland, 
Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $655,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galves¬ 
ton,  Texas:  Operational  facilities,  $204,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kings¬ 
ville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $35,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New 
Haven,  Connecticut:  Operational  facilities, 
$323,000. 

“Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Saint  Louis,  Missouri:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $697,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego, 
California:  Operational  facilities,  $226,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  White- 
stone,  New  York:  Operational  facilities, 
$104,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Reserve  (Ground) 

“Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Chicago,  Illinois:  Training  1  facilities, 

$518,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Johnson  City,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities 
and  land  acquisition,  $330,000. 

“Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Saint  Louis,  Missouri:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $370,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
San  Rafael,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$490,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Tampa,  Florida:  Training  facilities,  $391,000. 

“(3)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

“Air  Force  Reserve 

“Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indi¬ 
ana:  Supply  facilities,  and  operational  fa¬ 
cilities,  $364,000. 

“Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $92,000. 


“Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas: 
Operational  facilities,  $823,000. 

“General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wis¬ 
consin:  Troop  housing,  $43,000. 

“O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago, 
Illinois:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,890,000. 

“Portland  International  Airport,  Portland, 
Oregon:  Operational  facilities,  $588,000. 

“Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas 
City,  Missouri:  Supply  facilities,  $105,000. 

“Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Statioh,  Phil¬ 
adelphia,  Pennsylvania:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$188,000. 

“Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

“Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan: 
Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

“New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Or¬ 
leans,  Louisiana:  Operational  facilities  and 
supply  facilities,  $274,000. 

“Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $238,000. 

“Bradley  Field,  Hartford,  Connecticut: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

“Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colo¬ 
rado:  Operational  facilities,  $591,000. 

“Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington, 
Vermont:  Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

“Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wiscon¬ 
sin  :  Operational  facilities,  $82,000. 

“Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne, 
Wyoming:  Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

“Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000.  / 

“Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $245,000. 

“Gore  Field,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities  and  operational  facilities, 
$665,000. 

“Gowen  Field,  Boise,  Idaho:  Operational 
facilities,  $238,000. 

“Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning 
Facility,  Maui,  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities, 
$446,000. 

“Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii: 
Operational  facilities,  $3,222,000. 

“Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $596,000. 

“Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $946,000: 

“Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $259,000. 

“Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana:  Op¬ 
erational  facilities,  $238,000. 

“Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Fa¬ 
cility,  Kauai,  Hawaii:  Operational  facilities, 
$283,000. 

“Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock, 
Arkansas:  Operational  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $2,323,000. 

“Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis, 
Tennessee:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,~- 
825,000. 

“Ontario  Municipal  Airport,  Ontario,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Training  facilities,  $233,000. 

“Peoria  Municipal  Airport",  Greater  Peoria, 
Illinois:  Operational  facilities,  $430,000. 

“San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan, 
Puerto  Rico:  Operational  facilities,  and  sup- 
ply  facilities,  $943,000. 

“Sioux  Falls  (Foss  Field),  Sioux  Falls, 
South  Dakota :  Maintenance  facilities, 
$1?3,000. 

“Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield, 
Ohio:  Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

“Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

“Tucson  Municipal  Airport,  Tucson,  Ari¬ 
zona:  Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

“Will  Rogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla¬ 
homa:  Operational  facilities,  $317,000. 

“(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  weapons  or  equipment  to  reserve 
forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or 
his  designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such 
facilities  for  inclusion  in  the  next  law  au¬ 


thorizing  appropriations  for  specific  facilities 
for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent  with 
the  interests  of  national  security  and  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee 'notifies 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated 
cost  of  any  facility  to  be  undertaken  under 
this  subsection:  Provided,  That  the  first 
sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  facilities 
authorized  by  this  subsection. 

“Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685  is 
amended  under  the  heading  ‘naval  reserve 
(aviation)’  in  clause  (1)  of  section  603  by 
striking  out  the  following: 

“  ‘Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado: 
Maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  and  land 
acquisition,  $652,000.’ 

“  ‘Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New 
York:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $652,000.’ 

“(b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under 
the  heading  ‘air  national  guard  of  the 
united  states’  in  clause  (2)  of  section  603 
as  follows: 

“(1)  With  respect  to  Barnes  Field,  West- 
field,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  ‘$740,000’  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$1,030,000’. 

“(2)  With  respect  to  various  locations: 
Runway  arrestor  barriers,  strike  out  ‘$300,- 
000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$480,000’. 

“(c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under 
the  heading  ‘army  reserve’  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  603  as  follows: 

“(1)  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike 
out  ‘$40,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$61,000’. 

“(2)  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South 
Carolina,  strike  out  ‘$85,000’  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  ‘$117,000’. 

“(3)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  strike  out  ‘$99,000’  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  ‘$136,000’. 

“(d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under 
the  heading  ‘army  national  guard  of  the 
united  states  (armory)’  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  603  by  striking  out  the  following: 

“‘Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $45,000.’ 

“‘Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $45,000.’ 

“‘Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties.  $206,000.’ 

“  ‘Cincinnati,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$300,000.’ 

“  ‘Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000.’ 

“‘Houston  (Number  1),  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  $323,000.’ 

“  ‘Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $45,000.’ 

“  'Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $130,000.’ 

“  'Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $175,000.’ 

“‘Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$15,000.’ 

“(e)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  606 
‘$11,886,000’  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
‘$10,582,000’;  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(2)(b)  of  section  606  ‘$11,976,000’  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  ‘$12,446,000’;  and  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  606 
‘$28,330,000’  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
‘$27,079,000’. 

“Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  under  this  title  without  regard  to  sec¬ 
tions  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  and  sections  4774(d)  and 
9774(d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The 
authority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary 
improvements  on  land  includes  authority 
for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  plan¬ 
ning,  and  supervision  incident  to  construc¬ 
tion.  That  authority  may  be  exercised  be¬ 
fore  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  sec¬ 
tion  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
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and  even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily. 
The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land 
includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to 
acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange 
of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

"Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities 
projects  authorized  by  section  501  for  the 
respective  reserve  components  of  the  armed 
forces  may  not  exceed — 

“(1)  for  Department  of  the  Army: 

"(a)  Army  Reserve,  $20,916,000; 

"(b)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  $8,806,000. 

“(2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval 
and  Marine  Corps  Reserves,  $8,300,000; 

“(3)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

"(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000; 

"(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  $15,580,000. 

"Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in 
section  501  of  this  Act  may,  in  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  be  increased 
by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 
projects  authorized  for  the  Army  Reserve, 
the  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  the  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Re¬ 
serves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  the  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  may 
not  exceed  the  amounts  named  in  clauses 

(1)  (a) ,  (1) (b) ,  (2),  (3) (a),  and  (3) (b)  of 
section  504,  respectively. 

"Sec.  506.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1959’. 

"title  vi 

■"Sec.  601.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to 
the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  all  the 
right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  four  and  five-tenths  acres  of  land, 
more  or  less,  comprising  the  United  States 
Army  Reserve  Center  Lighthouse  Point  site 
and  being  a  part  of  the  lands  known  as  the 
United  States  Coast  Guard  Santa  Cruz  Light 
Station,  situated  on  the  northerly  side  of 
West  Cliff  Drive,  approximately  seven  hun¬ 
dred  feet  south  of  Pelton  Avenue,  in  the 
city  and  county  of  Santa  Cruz,  California, 
and  in  exchange  for  said  conveyance  to  ac¬ 
cept  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  of 
America  from  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  a  deed 
conveying  fee  simple  title  to  not  less  than 
four  acres  of  land  situated  within  the  city 
of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  to  be  utilized  as 
the  site  for  a  United  States  Army  Reserve 
Center:  Provided,  That  the  city  of  Santa 
Cruz  pay  to  the  United  States  a  sum  of 
money  representing,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  aggregate  of  (1) 
the  amount  by  which  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  property  so  conveyed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  exceeds  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  land  accepted  in  exchange  therefor; 

(2)  the  amount  heretofore  expended  by  the 
Department  of  the  Army  in  connection  with 
the  proposed  construction  of  the  United 
States  Army  Reserve  Center  at  Lighthouse 
Point  for  work  and  materials  which  cannot 
be  utilized  in  connection  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States  Army  Reserve 
Center  on  the  site  to  be  acquired  from  the 
city;  and  (3)  the  amount  by  which  the  costs 
for  providing  adequate  foundations,  sewer 
and  water  facilities,  and  site  preparation 
for  the  construction  of  a  United  States 
Army  Reserve  Center  at  the  site  to  be  ac¬ 
quired  from  the  city  exceeds  the  estimated 
costs  for  providing  foundations,  sewer  and 
water  facilities,  and  site  preparation  at  the 
Lighthouse  Point  site. 

“Sec.  602.  The  moneys  received  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  under  this  title  shall 
be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  as  miscellaneous  receipts  except  that 
any  moneys  received  under  section  601  (2) 
and  (3)  of  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the 


appropriation  to  which  such  costs  are 
charged.” 

Carl  Vinson, 

Paul  J.  Kilday, 

Carl  T.  Durham, 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

Philip  J.  Philbin, 

L.  C.  Arends, 

L.  H.  Gavin, 

Walter  Norblad, 

Frank  C.  Osmers,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

John  Stennis, 

Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Leverett  Saltonstall, 
Francis  Case, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
*the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize 
certain  construction  at  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the 
following  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  conference  report: 

legislation  in  conference 

On  April  16,  1959,  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  passed  H.R.  5674  which  was  the 
fiscal  year  1960  military  construction  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  three  military  depart¬ 
ments  and  the  Reserve  components.  On 
June  30,  1959,  the  Senate  considered  the 
legislation  and  amended  it  by  striking  all 
language  after  the  enacting  clause  and  wrote 
a  new  bill. 

Title  I 
Army 

In  the  Army  title  of  the  bill,  the  following 
items  were  in  disagreement : 

The  deletion  by  the  Senate  of  the  item 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala.,  relating  to  the 
conversion  of  an  existing  structure  for  -use 
as  a  hospital.  In  this  instance,  the  Senate 
receded  with  an  amendment  which  rein¬ 
serted  the  item  in  the  bill  but  at  a  reduced 
cost  (the  subject  of  hospitals  is  dealt  with 
separately  and  in  detail  subsequently  in 
this  statement). 

Tire  second  item  in  disagreement  related 
to  the  restoration  to  the  bill  of  the  House 
deletion  covering  the  heating  plant  and  heat 
distribution  system  at  the  Columbus  General 
Depot,  Ohio.  The  House  receded  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  item  permitting  it  to  remain 
in  the  bill. 

Fort  Belvoir,  Va.:  The  item  in  disagree¬ 
ment  at  Fort  Belvoir  covered  air  condition¬ 
ing  for  that  portion  of  the  hospital  at  this 
installation  which  is  not  presently  air 
conditioned.  The  conferees  agreed  that  the 
authority  requested  for  air  conditioning  the 
entire  structure  should  be  granted  and  the 
Senate  recedes. 

Fort  Eustis,  Va.:  Again,  in  this  instance, 
the  Senate  had  deleted  a  hospital.  The 
Senate  receded  with  an  amendment  which 
reduced  the  cost  of  the  hospital. 

Charleston  Transportation  Depot,  S.C.: 
The  House  had  inserted  authority  for  the 
construction  of  12  appropriated  fund  hous¬ 
ing  units  for  personnel  permanently  sta¬ 
tioned  at  the  depot.  The  Senate  deleted 
the  item  from  the  bill.  The  conferees 
agreed  that  10,  rather  than  12,  houses 
should  be  constructed  at  this  facility  and 
that  the  cost  per  housing  unit  should  be 
limited  to  $19,000.  An  authorization,  there¬ 
fore,  was  agreed  to  in  a  total  amount  of 
$190,000,  and  the  Senate  recedes  with  an 
amendment. 


Fort  Knox,  Ky. :  The  Department’s  pro¬ 
gram  as  submitted  to  the  Congress  in¬ 
cluded  an  armament  shop  at  this  installa¬ 
tion.  The  Senate  deleted  the  shop  and  the 
House  recedes. 

Fort  Bragg,  N.C.:  Although  not  part  of 
the  construction  program  as  submitted  to 
the  Congress,  the  House  approved  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  post  office  at  Fort  Bragg  to 
replace  the  inadequate  and  substandard  fa¬ 
cilities  now  existing  there.  The  Senate  after 
consideration  of  the  condition  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  structures  and  the  amount  of  business 
carried  on  by  this  post  office  agreed  to 
grant  the  authority  requested,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  recedes. 

Fort  Rucker,  Ala.:  In  this  instance,  there 
were  internal  changes  within  the  total  for 
this  station.  The  House  approved  a  figure 
which  was  $26,000  larger  than  that  approved 
by  the  Senate.  The  House  recedes. 

Fort  Sam1  Houston,  Tex.:  The  item  in  dis¬ 
agreement  was  an  aircraft  hangar  with  a 
shop.  The  House  authorized  this  item  while 
the  Senate  deleted  it.  Upon  restudy  of  the 
background  material  supporting  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  hangar,  the  conferees  agreed  that 
the  authority  requested  should  be  granted, 
and  the  Senate  recedes. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Mo.:  Here  was  an  in¬ 
ternal  change  in  the  figure  approved,  with 
the  House  authorizing  $40,000  more  than 
the  Senate.  The  House  recedes. 

Fort  Ord,  Calif.:  The  House  authorized  a 
storage  building  for  aircraft  parts  while  the 
Senate  deleted  the  item.  The  House  recedes. 

Various  locations:  This  reduction  by  the 
Senate  represents  the  largest  individual  cut 
in  the  Army  title  of  the  bill.  The  reduction 
resulted  from  the  restudy  of  our  antiaircraft 
defense  and  the  Senate  version  represents 
the  agreed  position  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  as  a  result  of  the  study.  The  House 
recedes. 

Section  102 :  The  Senate  reduced  this  item 
by  $1.5  million.  Again,  this  reduction  is  in 
accordance  with  the  agreed  plan  referred  to 
above  relating  to  our  antiaircraft  defense. 
The  House  recedes. 

Section  103 :  This  section  authorizes  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  proceed  with  con¬ 
struction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army 
missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new 
and  unforeseen  research  and  development 
requirements,  or  improved  production  sched¬ 
ules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  next  military  construction  au¬ 
thorization  act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security.  A  notification 
procedure  to  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  is  contained  in  the  section.  As  the 
bill  was  presented  to  the  Congress,  the  au¬ 
thority  requested  was  in  the  amount  of 
$17,500,000.  The  House  cut  this  figure  to 
$5,000,000.  The  Senate  raised  the  House 
figure  to  $10,000,000. 

The  House  conferees  agreed  that  in  view 
of  the  rapid  changes  in  weapons  develop¬ 
ment  and  the  necessarily  rapid  revisions  in 
research  and  development,  the  allowance  of 
$10,000,000  was  not  unreasonable,  and  the 
House  recedes.  It  is  pointed  out  that  this 
authorization  will  expire  as  of  September  30, 
1960,  except  with  respect  to  those  projects 
concerning  which  the  committees  have  been 
notified  prior  to  that  date.  The  authority, 
therefore,  is  neither  continuing  nor  cumu¬ 
lative. 

Title  II 
Navy 

Only  eight  items  in  the  Navy  portion  of 
the  bill  were  in  disagreement.  They  are  as 
follows  : 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Calif. :  The 
House  granted  authority  for  the  construe- 
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tion  of  a  hospital  at  this  new  installation 
while  the  Senate  deleted  it  as  did  several 
other  hospitals  in  the  program  on  the  basis 
that  hospital  costs  throughout  the  program 
were  excessive.  The  Senate  receded  with 
an  amendment  which  reduces  the  cost  of 
the  hospital  to  an  amount  which  the  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  is  adequate  (hospitals  gener¬ 
ally  are  dealt  with  later  in  this  report) . 

Marine  Corps  A  AS,  Yuma,  Ariz.:  The  House 
approved  the  installation  of  &  navigational 
aid  at  this  installation.  Subsequent  to  the 
House  action  the  FAA  revealed  that  it  was 
going  to  install  a  similar  navigational  aid 
in  the  same  area,  and  the  item  therefore 
became  unnecessary.  The  Senate  deleted 
the  item  and  the  House  recedes. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River  Com¬ 
mand  :  At  this  installation  the  House  allowed 
a  fueling  station  for  the  P6M  seaplane.  The 
Senate  deleted  the  item  and  the  conferees 
agreed  that  other  facilities  could  be  used. 
The  House  recedes. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  Calif.: 
Here  the  Senate  cut  $50,000  from  the  $30,- 
050,000  figure.  The  House  recedes. 

NAS,  Rota,  Spain:  The  program  for  this 
installation  as  submitted  to  the  Congress 
contemplated  the  expenditure  of  $11,934,000. 
After  considerable  deliberation  the  House 
granted  the  authorization  requested.  The 
Senate  deleted  the  item  in  its  entirety  but 
later,  upon  submission  by  the  Navy  of  a  re¬ 
vised  plan,  reinserted  the  item  in  the 
amount  of  $5,400,000.  The  House  conferees 
have  reviewed  the  revised  plan  and  agreed 
that  it  will  serve  the  purposes  of  this  in¬ 
stallation.  The  House  recedes. 

Naval  Radio1  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu, 
Hawaii:  The  House  granted  authority  for 
the  construction  of  ground  drainage  facil¬ 
ities  at  this  installation.  The  Senate  de¬ 
leted  the  item.  The  conferees  agreed  that 
while  the  facilities  requested  were  desirable, 
the  amount  planned  for  expenditure  by  the 
Navy  was  excessive  and,  therefore,  permitted 
the  authority  to  remain  but  reduced  the  cost 
to  $350,000,  with  the  Senate  receding  with 
an  amendment. 

Section  202:  In  the  classified  facilities  the 
House  granted  the  total  amount  requested. 
Subsequent  revisions  in  the  program  and 
the  use  of  prior  authority  and  funds  per¬ 
mitted  the  reduction  of  this  item  subsequent- 
to  House  consideration.  The  Senate  effected 
the  reduction  referred  to,  and  the  House 
recedes. 

Section  203:  This  section  is  identical  in 
its  language  with  section  103  which  is  de¬ 
scribed  in  detail  under  the  Army  title  (sec. 
103) .  For  the  reasons  cited  under  the  Army 
title  the  House  conferees  agreed  to  an  au¬ 
thority  in  the  amount  of  $10,000,000,  and 
the  House  recedes. 

Title  III 
Air  Force 

Most  of  the  variances  between  the  House 
and  Senate  versions  of  the  bill  in  title  III 
related  to  minor  items  of  construction 
which  the  House  had  deleted  during  its  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill.  The  items  involved 
were  for  the  most  part  parachute  and 
dinghy  shops  at  various  installations,  ex¬ 
plosive  storage,  land  easements,  and  repair 
shops.  None  of  these  represented  substan¬ 
tial  amounts,  and  with  respect  to  most  of 
them  the  House  recedes. 

There  are  set  out  below  only  those  major 
items  which  were  in  disagreement. 

NORAD  Headquarters,  Colorado  Springs, 
Colo.:  This  item  appeared  in  the  bill  as  it 
was  submitted  to  the  Congress.  The  House 
committee  in  accordance  with  its  usual 
policy  struck  the  item  from  the  bill  because 
its  location  had  not  been  determined  and 
therefore  did  not  appear  to  be  an  item  of 
sufficient  firmness  to  warrant  approval. 
Shortly  after  House  action  on  the  bill  the 
Department  of  Defense  established  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  this  headquarters  and  communicated 


its  decision  to  the  House  and  Senate.  The 
Senate  therefore  inserted  the  item  in  the 
bill,  and  since  the  action  of  the  House  was 
based  solely  upon  the  lack  of  specific  loca¬ 
tion  the  House  recedes. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford, 
Mass.:  The  House  approved  a  research  and 
professional  library  at  this  installation  while 
the  Senate  deleted  the  item.  The  conferees 
agreed  that  a  library  for  the  purposes  stated 
should  be  provided  at  this  important  in¬ 
stallation  but  reduced  the  cost  of  it  from 
$806,000  to  $500,000,  with  the  Senate  reced¬ 
ing  with  an  amendment.  The  conferees 
agreed  that  it  should  be  clearly  understood 
that  this  library  will  be  available  for  use  by 
all  interested  personnel,  that  is,  those  con¬ 
nected  with  Lincoln  Laboratories,  Mitre 
(MIT),  and  ADSID  (Air  Defense  Systems 
Integration  Division) . 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls, 
Tex.:  The  House  granted  authority  for  the 
construction  of  a  hospital  at  this  installation 
while  the  Senate,  as  is  indicated  previously 
in  this  report,  deleted  it  together  with  sev¬ 
eral  other  hospitals  on  the  basis  that  hos¬ 
pital  costs  throughout  the  program  were 
excessive.  The  Senate  recedes  with  an 
amendment  which  reduces  the  cost  of  the 
hospital  to  an  amount  which  the  conferees 
agree  is  sufficient  to  construct  an  adequate 
facility  (hospitals  generally  are  dealt  with 
later  in  this  report) . 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio: 
At  this  installation,  as  at  the  one  immedi¬ 
ately  above,  the  House  authorized  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  hospital  while  the  Senate  de¬ 
leted  the  item.  The  Senate  recedes  with  an 
amendment  which  reduces  the  cost  of  the 
hospital. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Ga.:  The 
House  authorized  the  construction  of  a 
photographic  laboratory  at  this  installation, 
the  facility  to  be  used  by  MATS  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  their  mapping  activities.  The 
Senate  deleted  the  item,  and  the  House  re¬ 
cedes. 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.:  As  in  the 
other  installations  previously  cited,  the 
House  approved  but  the  Senate  struck  the 
hospital  proposed  for  this  installation.  The 
conferees  agreed  upon  a  lower  figure  for  the 
construction  cost  of  the  hospital,  and  the 
Senate  recedes  with  an  amendment. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  S.C.:  Au¬ 
thority  for  an  aircraft  inspection  and  repair 
shop  was  granted  by  the  House  at  this  sta¬ 
tion.  The  Senate  deleted  the  item.  The 
Senate  recedes. 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii :  The  House 
deleted  the  construction  proposed  for  this 
facility  but  the  requested  authority  was 
granted  by  the  Senate.  Based  on  further, 
more  detailed,  information  supporting  the 
granting  of  authority  for  this  construction, 
the  House  recedes. 

Various  locations  (Europe)  :  The  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  House  and  Senate  figures 
in  this  case  resulted  from  a  number  of  in¬ 
ternal  changes  and  the  deletion  of  a  classified 
facility  by  the  House.  The  conferees  upon 
reexamination  of  the  classified  items  pro¬ 
posed,  agreed  that  the  authority  requested 
should  be  granted,  and  the  House  recedes. 

Section  302:  This  variance  between  the 
House  and  Senate  represents  the  largest  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  House  and  Senate  ver¬ 
sions  in  title  III.  The  resultant  lower  figure 
which  was  that  granted  by  the  Senate  is  in 
consonance  with  the  new  antiaircraft  de¬ 
fense  plan  submitted  by  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  McElroy,  and  the  House  for  this  rea¬ 
son  recedes. 

Section  303 :  This  section  is  identical  in 
its  language  with  section  103  which  is  de¬ 
scribed  in  detail  under  the  Army  title  (sec. 
103) .  For  the  reasons  cited  under  the  Army 
title  the  conferees  agreed  to  an  authority  in 
the  amount  of  $10,000,000,  and  the  Senate 
recedes  with  an  amendment. 


Capehart  housing:  There  were  a  substan¬ 
tial  number  of  variances  between  the  House 
and  Senate  versions  of  title  III  with  respect 
to  line  items  for  Capehart  family  housing. 
Many  of  them  reflected  plans  of  the  Air  Force 
which  were  not  complete  at  the  time  the 
House  was  considering  the  bill.  After  re¬ 
view  of  the  housing  needs  at  the  various 
installations  involved  the  House  accepted 
all  of  the  changes,  except  that  relating  to 
Charleston  AFB,  S.C.,  made  by  the  Senate, 
with  the  conferees  also  agreeing  that  the 
limitation  of  20,000  units  for  the  coming 
15  months  would  remain  in  the  bill. 

Section  307 :  No  section  similar  to  this  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  House  version  of  the  bill.  The 
section  would  require  that  all  contracts  for 
acquisitions  of  real  estate,  grading,  land¬ 
scaping,  construction,  alteration,  etc.,  at 
the  Air  Force  Academy  which  provided  for 
an  expenditure  in  excess  of  $25,000  would 
require  specific  legislation  to  be  enacted 
hereafter.  After  h  review  by  the  conferees 
of  the  status  of  the  construction  program  of 
the  Air  Force  Academy  it  was  determined 
that  this  provision  would  not  serve  a  useful 
purpose  and  it  was  deleted,  with  the  Senate 
receding. 

A  new  section  307  was  inserted  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  reading  as  follows: 

"Sec.  307.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
is  authorized  to  make  a  study  of  the  need 
for  grade  separation  on  “Old  Loop  No.  13” 
which  traverses  a  portion  of  Lackland  Air 
Force  Base,  Texas.  Expenditure  of  $25,000 
out  of  appropriations  available  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  for 
such  study.” 

Title  IV 

General  Provisions 

Many  of  the  general  provisions  are  iden¬ 
tical  to  those  which  appeared  in  previous 
military  construction  laws  and  with  respect 
to  these  there  was  no  disagreement  between 
the  Senate  and  House  versions  of  the  bill. 

Variations  in  the  general  provisions  be¬ 
tween  the  two  versions  of  the  bill  are  ag 
follows: 

Section  406 :  This  section  preserves  certain 
authorities  which  would  otherwise  expire 
under  the  law.  Among  them  is  subsection 
(i)  dealing  with  authorization  for  a  hos¬ 
pital  at  Fort  Jackson,  S.C.  The  Senate  had 
agreed  to  the  preservation  of  this  authority 
but  had  limited  the  per -bed  cost  of  the  hos¬ 
pital  to  $16,000.  The  conferees  agreed  that 
the  bed  cost  at  this  hospital  should  be 
brought  into  general  conformity  with  similar 
costs  at  other  hospitals  and  changed  the 
$16,000  figure  to  $20,000. 

Section  408:  This  section  corresponds  to 
section  512  of  Public  Law  85-685  and  would 
amend  section  406  of  Public  Law  85-241  so  as 
to  exempt  one  additional  category  of  family 
housing — i.e.,  rental -guarantee  housing,  from 
the  present  requirement  for  inclusion  in  the 
annual  Military  Construction  Act. 

The  only  difference  between  the  House  and 
Senate  versions  was  the  addition  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  a  limitation  restricting  the  number  of 
rental-guarantee  units  to  be  contracted  for 
to  not  more  than  5,000  units  prior  to  June 
30,  1964.  The  House  recedes. 

Section  409:  This  section  which  relates  to 
the  leasing  of  property  in  the  Ryukyu  Islands 
(Okinawa)  did  not  appear  in  the  House 
version  of  the  bill.  The  plans  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  with  respect  to  the  au¬ 
thority  requested  in  this  section  had  not 
matured  until  after  House  action  had  been 
taken  on  the  bill.  The  House  recedes. 

Section  412:  The  House  version  of  the  bill 
contained  no  provision  similar  to  this.  The 
Senate  inserted  a  provision  which  would  have 
prevented  the  appropriation  of  any  funds 
after  December  31,  1959,  to  or  for  the  use  of 
any  armed  forces  for  the  design,  develop¬ 
ment,  or  procurement  of  aircraft  or  missiles 
unless  the  appropriation  of  such  funds  had 


1959 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


13353 


been  specifically  authorized  by  legislation 
enacted  after  that  date. 

The  conferees  agreed  that  the  words  “de¬ 
sign”  and  “development”  should  be  stricken 
from  the  language  and  that  it  be  directed 
solely  to  the  procurement  of  aircraft  and 
missiles.  The  conferees  also  agreed  that  the 
date  after  which  authorizing  legislation 
would  be  necessary  should  be  changed  from 
December  31,  1959,  to  December  31,  1960. 
Also  inserted  by  the  conferees  was  a  similar 
requirement  with  respect  to  naval  vessels. 

The  conferees  are  in  agreement  that  proper 
discharge  of  the  legislative  responsibilities 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committees  requires 
an  authorization  of  the  aircraft,  missile,  and 
naval  vessel  procurement  programs  and  that 
a  thorough  examination  of  these  areas  might 
serve  to  reduce  the  enormous  cost  of  defense 
and  be  of  assistance  to  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations  in  their  consideration  of  the 
defense  budget. 

To  implement  this  agreement,  the  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  insert  a  new  section  412 
which  will  require  the  submission  to  the  two 
Houses  of  a  detailed  statement  with  respect 
to  those  portions  of  the  budget  which  relate 
to  the  procurement  of  aircraft,  missiles,  and 
naval  vessels  and  also  with  respect  to  the 
procurement  currently  being  made  in  these 
areas. 

The  new  section,  therefore,  will  give  the 
two  committees  a  year  within  which  to  make 
such  internal  changes  in  their  committee 
structure  as  may  be  necessary  and  to  study 
the  field  of  aircraft,  missile,  and  naval  vessel 
procurement.  After  this  year  of  preparation, 
the  committees  will  then  be  ready  to  func¬ 
tion  in  the  legislative  area  and  will  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  submit  to  their  respective  Houses 
soundly  conceived  and  clearly  presented  pro¬ 
grams  for  legislative  consideration. 

The  conferees  wish  to  point  out  that  in 
referring  to  “aircraft,”  “missiles,”  and  “naval 
vessels”  it  intends  to  refer  only  to  opera¬ 
tional  aircraft,  missiles,  and  naval  vessels 
since  it  is  to  procurement  in  this  area  that 
the  committees  are  directing  this  new  re¬ 
quirement  for  specific  legislative  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

The  conferees  cannot  overemphasize  their 
concern  over  the  large  expenditures  entailed 
in  procurement  of  aircraft  and  missiles  un¬ 
der  the  existing  broad  statutory  authoriza¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  the  associated  expenditures 
generated  in  other  major  budget  categories. 
The  conferees  agreed  that  an  effective 
method  for  maintaining  proper  surveillance 
over  this  procurement  would  be  in  the  man¬ 
ner  described  above.  The  Senate  recedes 
with  an  amendment. 

Section  413 :  This  section  was  added  by 
the  Senate  committee  since  attention  had 
recently  been  drawn  to  the  fact  that  rectifi¬ 
cation  and  deepening  of  the  Houston  ship 
channel  will  require  the  use  of  certain  areas 
which  lie  within  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Depot.  The  ordnance  depot  is  being  dis¬ 
posed  of  by  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  and  this  section  will  exclude  from  the 
disposal  the  areas  needed  for  the  deepening 
and  rectification  of  the  channel.  Planning 
with  respect  to  this  matter  had  not  matured 
prior  to  completion  of  action  on  the  bill  by 
the  House.  The  House  recedes. 

Section  414:  This  section,  which  extends 
the  Capehart  Family  Housing  Act  until 
September  30,  1960,  and  limits  the  number  of 
Capehart  housing  units  to  an  additional 
20,000  units  during  the  coming  year,  was 
inserted  by  the  Senate  committee.  Since 
the  President  vetoed  S.  57,  the  Housing  Act 
of  1960,  the  inclusion  of  the  extension  of  the 
Capehart  Act  was  indeed  provident.  The 
House  conferees  had  no  objection  to  this 
extension  nor  to  the  limitation  imposed. 
The  House  recedes. 

Section  415:  The  Senate  committee  during 
its  consideration  of  the  bill  inserted  language 
which  would  have  substituted  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  title  insurance  companies  in 


performing  functions  relating  to  real  prop¬ 
erty  on  which  Capehart  housing  is  proposed 
for  construction. 

The  conferees  agreed  that  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  should  remain  in  the  bill  but  should 
be  modified  by  a  proviso  which  permits  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  expend  funds  for  title 
insurance  if  it  is  found  impossible  to  finance 
the  construction  of  a  Capehart  project  with¬ 
out  this  action.  The  proviso  also  grants 
authority  for  the  use  of  the  Wherry  Housing 
revolving  fund  to  pay  the  cost  involved  in 
obtaining  title  search  and  title  insurance. 

In  the  utilization  of  this  additional  au¬ 
thority,  a  requirement  is  imposed  that  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  be  promptly 
notified  of  each  determination  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense,  in  this  area. 

Section  418:  This  section,  which  was  in¬ 
serted  by  the  Senate,  amends  section  404(c) 
(2)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  in 
such  fashion  as  to  require  that  the  deposit 
made  into  the  Registry  of  the  Court  in  con¬ 
demnation  proceedings  involving  Wherry 
housing  shall  be  an  amount  truly  represent¬ 
ative  of  the  Wherry  owner’s  equity  in  the 
project.  The  section  details  how  this  end 
will  be  achieved.  This  section  would  also 
provide  that  where  the  condemnee  draws  out 
of  the  Registry  of  the  Court  an  amount 
greater  than  the  value  of  the  property  as 
ultimately  determined  by  the  court,  he  shall 
pay  to  the  Government  4  percent  per  annum 
on  such  excess  from  the  time  such  sum  was 
deposited  in  the  Registry  of  the  Court.  The 
House  recedes. 

Section  419 :  In  the  House  version  of  the 
bill,  there  was  no  section  corresponding  to 
Section  419.  The  Senate  inserted  language 
which  would  require  that  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  report  to  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  with  re¬ 
spect  to  several  individual  elements  relating 
to  air  defense. 

The  conferees  agreed  that  a  new  section  be 
inserted  requiring  that  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  report  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  the  results  of  a  complete  re¬ 
view  of  all  previously  authorized  surface-to- 
air  missile  sites.  The  report  on  this  review  is 
to  provide  assurance  that  the  review  revealed 
the  military  necessity  for  the  construction  of 
the  sites  selected;  that  the  performance  and 
capability  of  the  missiles  selected  for  the  re¬ 
spective  sites  are  in  consonance  with  the 
military  requirements,  so  as  to  eliminate,  so 
far  as  is  possible,  any  overlapping  of  mis¬ 
sions  or  duplication  of  weapons  systems. 

The  new  section  will  require  also  that  the 
report  devote  particular  attention  to  the 
feasibility  or  desirability  of  modifying  or  ex¬ 
pediting  any  of  the  missile  programs  for 
either  defense  or  offense.  The  Senate  recedes 
with  an  amendment. 

Section  420:  This  section,  which  had  no 
corresponding  language  in  the  House  version 
of  the  bill,  would  authorize  the  use  of  funds 
generated  by  surplus  commodity  disposals  to 
be  used  for  military  construction  generally 
rather  than  for  family  housing  and  commu¬ 
nity  facilities  alonei  which  is  the  case  today. 
As  worded  in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill, 
the  authorization  would  apply  only  to  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  by  this  act.  The  conferees 
agreed  to  modify  this  language  so  as  to  give 
it  application  to  “any  project  authorized  by 
law.” 

Hospitals 

During  the  consideration  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  bill  in  the  Senate,  six  hospitals  which 
had  been  approved  by  the  House  were  strick¬ 
en  from  the  bill  until,  as  the  Senate  report 
stated,  “more  realistic  cost  estimates  are 
forthcoming  *  *  The  Senate  committee 
stated  in  the  report  that  it  did  not  intend  to 
imply  that  these  hospitals  are  not  needed, 
but  simply  that  cost  estimates  appear  to  be 
entirely  unrealistic.  Subsequent'  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  consideration  of  the  bill,  the  Department 
of  Defense  submitted  further  cost  estimates 
on  the  hospitals  which  were  somewhat  lower 


than  those  set  out  in  the  bill.  The  conferees 
were  of  the  view  that  the  costs  still  could 
be  considered  to  be  too  high,  and  they,  there¬ 
fore,  reduced  the  cost  of  all  of  the  hospitals 
by  approximately  $2(4  million. 

These  projects  have  been  approved;  how¬ 
ever,  it  is  expected  that  further  investiga¬ 
tions  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the 
military  departments  concerned  will  be  made 
with  a  view  to  effecting  further  savings  with¬ 
in  the  totals  whenever  practicable.  The  in¬ 
vestigation  should  include  a  review  of  the 
necessity  for  the  planned  mobilization  ex¬ 
pansion  as  well  as  the  need  for  providing  ad¬ 
ditional  space  for  emergency  expansion  to 
care  for  a  large  input  of  patients  due  to  un¬ 
foreseen  circumstances  such  as  epidemics 
and  catastrophes. 

Revised  Plan  for  Air  Continental  Defense 
The  revised  plan  which  is  referred  to  in  the 
‘’Statement  in  both  titles  I  and  III  resulted  in 
substantial  reductions  in  these  two  titles. 
The  plan  provides  for  a  reduction  and  revi¬ 
sion  in  the  planned  deployment  of  both  BO- 
MARC  and  NIKE-HERCULES  missile  sites, 
and  a  revision  and  strengthening  of  the  elec¬ 
tronic  ground  environment  so  necessary  to 
the  control  of  the  weapons  and  the  air  battle. 

The  BOMARC  deployment  will  be  on  the 
perimeter  of  the  east  and  west  coasts  and  the 
Canadian  border.  This  deployment  is  in 
keeping  with  the  Furnas  report.  The  NIKE 
defenses  will  continue  to  provide  for  the 
urban  areas  now  protected,  and  will  be  ex¬ 
tended  to  certain  carefully  selected  Strategic 
Air  Command  sites.  Although  it  does  not 
affect  the  military  construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill,  the  plan  further  provides  for  put¬ 
ting  more  funds,  some  $137  million,  into 
the  NIKE-ZEUS  anti-missile-missile  program 
for  engineering  development  type  of  work. 

Use  of  Prior  Authorizations 
The  conferees  wish  to  point  out  that 
among  the  deletions  from  the  program  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill  are  certain  items  for 
which  there  is  a  continuing  construction  re¬ 
quirement  to  adequately  protect  certain  Stra¬ 
tegic  Air  Command  bases  and  other  existing 
missile  sites.  It  is  proposed  that  this  con¬ 
struction  will  be  performed  under  authoriza¬ 
tion  granted  in  the  fiscal  year  1959  law.  It 
is  desired,  therefore,  to  make  it  a  matter  of 
record  that  authority  for  construction  grant¬ 
ed  by  Public  Law  85-685  may  be  used  to  con¬ 
struct  the  items  referred  to  above  with  the 
specific  understanding  that  there  will  be  con¬ 
struction  for  no  more  than  15  new  SAC  base 
defenses. 

Title  V 

Reserve  Forces  Facilities 
Under  the  Senate  amendments  to  the  Re¬ 
serve  Forces  facilities  tide  of  the  military 
construction  bill,  $57,695,000  was  authorized 
for  Reserve  facilities  projects,  whereas  the  bill 
as  passed  by  the  House  provided  $57,128,000 
for  such  projects,  resulting  in  a  difference 
of  $567,000  in  authorization  authority. 

Although  the  total  dollar  authorization 
contained  in  the  House  and  Senate  version 
are  somewhat  different,  the  Senate  version 
rescinded  previous  authorizations  in  the 
amount  of  $1,251,000,  whereas  the  House  ver¬ 
sion  rescinded  only  $628,000  of  previous  auth¬ 
orization.  Thus,  the  actual  net  difference  in 
the  total  new  authorization  was  limited  to 
$56,000  and  therefore  the  House  and  Senate 
bills  provided  an  almost  identical  amount  of 
new  dollar  authorization  for  Reserve  Forces 
facilities. 

Inasmuch  as  the  changes  made  in  the 
amounts  of  new  authorization  and  rescissions 
of  previously  granted  authorization  were  al¬ 
most  entirely  made  at  the  request  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  the  National 
Guard  Bureau,  the  House  recedes  from  its 
position  and  accepts  the  Senate  substitu¬ 
tions. 

Differences  In  Dollar  Authorizations 
As  the  bill  passed  the  House,  the  authori¬ 
ties  granted  in  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force, 
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and  Reserve  components  titles  totaled  $1,- 
252,608,000.  The  corresponding  authority- 
granted  in  the  Senate  version  of  the  hill 
totaled  $1,211,480,000  or  $41,128,000  less  than 
the  House  version.  The  total  agreed  to  by 
the  conferees  for  titles  I,  II,  III,  and  V  is 
$1,225,475,150.  This  latter  sum  is  $27,- 
132,850  less  than  the  House  version  and  $13,- 
995,150  more  than  the  Senate  version. 

Carl  Vinson, 

Paul  J.  Kilday, 

Carl  T.  Durham, 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

Philip  J.  Philbin, 

L.  C.  Arends, 

L.  H.  Gavin, 

Walter  Norblad, 

Frank  C.  Osmers,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


MAINTENANCE  AND  TRAVEL  EX¬ 
PENSES  OP  JUDGES 

Mr.  CELLE R.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  \ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  Nje 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  2902)  re 
lating  to  the  maintenance  and  travel  ex¬ 
penses  of  judges,  with  an  amendment  of 
the  Senate  thereto,  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment, 
as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert  “That  the  first  paragraph  of  section 
456  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  is  amend¬ 
ed  to  read  as  follows : 

“  ‘Each  Justice  or  judge  of  the  United 
States  and  each  retired  Justice  or  judge  re¬ 
called  or  designated  and  assigned  to  active 
duty,  while  attending  court  or  transacting 
official  business  at  a  place  other  than  his 
official  station,  shall,  upon  his  certificate,  be 
paid  by  the  Director  of  the  Administrative 
Office  of  the  United  States  Courts  all  neces¬ 
sary  traveling  expenses,  and  also  a  per  diem 
allowance  in  lieu  of  actual  expenses  of  sub¬ 
sistence  (as  defined  in  the  Travel  Expense 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  63  Stat.  166;  5 
U.S.C.  835)  at  the  per  diem  rate  provided  for 
by  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  or,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Director  of  the  Administra¬ 
tive  Office  of  the  United  States  Courts  with 
the  approval  of  the  Judicial  Conference  of 
the  United  States,  reimbursement  for  hi§ 
actual  expenses  of  subsistence  not  in  excess 
of  the  maximum  amount  fixed  by  the  Travel 
Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’  ” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Net 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was /con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  wa/Taid  on 
the  table. 


SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  RAINS.  Mr.  ^speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  jmat  on  tomorrow, 
following  the  legislative  business  and  the 
conclusion  of  special  orders  heretofore 
granted,  I  may  address  the  House  for  1 
hour  on  the  Fi/sident’s  veto  message  on 
housing. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama? 

Thei  6  was  no  objection. 


ORDER  OP  BUSINESS— PRIVATE 

CALENDAR  TO  BE  CALLED  ON 

AUGUST  11 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  call  of 
the  Private  Calendar  on  Tuesday  next  be 
dispensed  with  and  that  it  may  be  in 
order  to  call  the  Private  Calendar  on 
August  11. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1960 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  reading  of  the  engrossed 
copy  of  the  bill  (H.R.  8385)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  mutual  security  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 
The  Clerk  read  the  engrossed  copy  of 
le  bill. 

lr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  would  it 
be 'in  order  to  ask  consent  that  further 
reading  of  the  bill  be  dispensed  with? 

The\SPEAKER.  It  would  be.  Does 
the  genNeman  submit  such  a  request  y 

Mr.TA^ER.  Ido. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  the  gentleman  froyn  New 
York? 

There  was  nonobjection. 

Mr.  BOW.  Miv^peaker,  I/5ffer  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER,  i^the/fentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  BOW.  Iam. 

The  SPEAKER.  T/fe  (^rk  will  report 
the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  X  follows: 

Mr.  Bow  moveyto  recommit  the  bill  H.R. 
8385  to  the  Coqcnittee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  Nrnove 
the  previous  question  on  the  moti\i  to 
recommit 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is 
the  mpxion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected, 
e  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
tXe  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken  and  the  Speak¬ 
er  announced  that  the  ayes  appeared  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab¬ 
sent  Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  279,  nays  136,  answered 
“present”  2,  not  voting  17,  as  follows; 

[Roll  No.  119] 

YEAS — 279 
Aspinall 
Avery 
Ayres 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett 


Blatnik 

Boggs 

Boland 

Bolling 

Bolton 

Bowles 

Boyle 

Brademas 

Breeding 

Brewster 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Broomfield 

Broyhill 

Burdick 

Burke,  Ky. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Bush 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Cahill 

Carnahan 

Carter 

Celler 

Chamberlain 


Griffiths 
Gubser 
Hagen 
Halleck 
Halpern 
Hardy 
Hays 
Healey 
Hubert 
Hechler 
Herlong 
Hess 
Holified 
Holland 
Holtzman 
Horan 
Hosmer 
Huddlestor 
Ikard 
Irwin 
Jacksoj 
Jarma 

Johi/on,  Calif. 
Jo/ison,  Colo. 
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Nelsen 
Nix 

Norblad 
O'Brien,  Ill. 
O’Brien.  N.Y.> 
O’Hara,  Ill. 
O’Hara,  ] 

O’Neill 
Oliver 
Osmer 
Oste/ag 
Passman 
P^fy 
irkins 
'hilbin 
Pillion 
Pirnie 
Porter 
Powell 
Price 
Prokop 
Pucinski 
Quie 
Quigley 


Chelf 

Johnson,  Md. 

Rains 

Chenoweth 

/Johnson,  Wis. 

Randall 

Chiperfield  / 

'  Jones,  Ala. 

Ray 

Clark  / 

Jones,  Mo. 

Reuss 

Coad  / 

Judd 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Coffin  / 

Karsten 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Cohelan/ 

Karth 

Riehlman 

Conte  / 

Kasem 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Cook  / 

Kastenmeier 

Roberts 

Coo/y 

Kearns 

Robison 

Co/ett 

Kee 

Rodino 

Corner 

Keith 

Rogers,  Colo. 

/urtin 

Kelly 

Rogers,  Mass. 

’Curtis,  Mass. 

Keogh 

Rooney 

Daddario 

Kilday 

Roosevelt 

Dague 

King,  Calif. 

Rostenkowski 

Daniels 

King,  Utah 

St.  George 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kirwan 

Santangelo 

Dawson 

Kluczynski 

Saund 

Delaney 

Kowalski 

Schenck 

Denton 

Laird 

Schwengel 

Derounian 

Lane 

Selden 

Diggs 

Langen 

Shelley 

Dingell 

Lankford 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Dixon 

Lesinskl 

Sisk 

Dollinger 

Levering 

Slack 

Donohue 

Libonati 

Smith,  Iowa 

Dooley 

Lindsay 

Smith,  Miss. 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Loser 

Spence 

Downing 

McCormack 

Springer 

Doyle 

McDowell 

Staggers 

Dulski 

McFall 

Stratton 

Durham 

McGinley 

Stubblefield 

Dwyer 

McGovern 

Sullivan 

Edmondscn 

Macdonald 

Taber 

Elliott 

Machrowicz 

Taylor 

Evins 

Mack,  Ill. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Fallon 

Madden 

Teller 

Farbstein 

Magnuson 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Fascell 

Mahon 

Thornberry 

Feighan 

Mailliarci 

Toll 

Fenton 

Marshall 

Tollefson 

Fino 

Martin 

Trimble 

Flood 

Matthews 

Udall 

-Flynn 

May 

Ullman 

Ptogarty 

Meader 

Vanik 

Fotey 

Merrow 

Van  Zandt 

Fortiid 

Metcalf 

Vinson 

Ford\ 

Meyer 

Wain  wright 

FrazieX 

Miller,  Clem 

Wallhauser 

Frelingnuysen 

Miller, 

Walter 

Friedel  \ 

George  P. 

Watts 

Fulton  \ 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Weis 

Gallagher  \ 

Milliken 

Westland 

Garmatz  \ 

Mills 

Widnall 

Gary 

\Moeller 

Wier 

George 

Monagan 

Wilson 

Giaimo 

Montoya 

Wolf 

Glenn 

Moorhead 

Wright 

Go  odell 

Morgan 

Yates 

Addonizio 

Anderson, 

Mont. 

Anfuso 

Arends 

Ashley 


Bass.N-H. 

Bates 

Baumhart 

Becker 

Beckworth 

Bennett,  Fla. 


Granahan 
Green,  Oreg. 
Green,  Pa. 
Griffin 


Abbltt 

Abernethy 

Adair 

Alexander 

Alford 

Alger 

Allen 

Andersen, 

Minn. 

Andrews 

Ashmore 

Bailey 


MorrisWN.  Mex. 
Multer' 
Murphy 
Natcher 

NAYS — id 
Barden 
Baring 
Barr 
Bass,  Tenn. 
Belcher 
Bennett,  Mich. 
Bentley 
Berry 
Betts 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bow 


Younger 

Zablocki 

Zelenko 


tray 
■ock 
Brooks,  La. 
Brown,  Ga. 
Brown,  Mo. 
Br-owi\Ohio 
Budge 
Burleson'S 
Cannon 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Church 
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1.  LABOR-HEN  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  I960.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  t^e  conference 

report  on  this  bill,  H*  R*  6769,  and  acted  on  amendments  which  had  been  reported 
in  disagreement.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pto.  13442-4, 
13450-2  yi3466-75 

2.  INTERGjZJV'ERNI'iENTAL  RELATIONS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Goveri’Snent 

Operations  Committee  voted  to  report,  amended,  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
H./R.  6904,  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
D692).  The  Committee  was  authorized  to  file  its  report  until  midnight^ 
onight,  July  31  (p.  13486)* 

RESEARCH.  The  Science  and  Astronautics  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R, 
8284,  to  make  various  amendments  to  the  National  Science  Foundation  Act  (H. 

Rept.  740).  p.  33  563 
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V 

4*  BUILDINGS*  Received  from  GSA  a  report  on  lease  agreements  which  do  not  bind  they 
Government  for  periods  in  excess  of  10  years  which  were  entered  into  Jan*  2, 
1959,  through  June  30,  1959  (p.  13563). 


5. 


54- 


)S*  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment  R. 
to  amend  the  Recreation  Act  of  1926  to  provide  that  lands  conveyed/ inder 


sucn\Act  for  State  park  purposes  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  640-acre 
(H.  Rept.  738).  p.  13563 


.tation 


_  Both  Houses  r 

6.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES*  /agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H*  R.  5674,  the  military 

construction  bill  which  includes  authority  for  the  use  of  Public  law  480  foreign 
currencies*  This  "bill  taM.11  now  be  sent  to  the  President*  pp.  13441 -2,  13449-50^ 


7*  I0ANS;  BANKING. \Passed  without  amendment  H.  R*  8160,  to  liberalize  in  several 

respects  the  limitations  on  borrowing  and  lending  by  national  banks  (see  Digest 
124  for  summary  oXbill).  pp*  13479-80,  13490-4 

Passed  without\amendment  H*  R*  8159,  to  amend  the  national  banking  laws  to 
clarify  or  eliminate\mbiguities ,  repeal  obsolete  provisions  (including  provi¬ 
sions  for  national  agricultural  credit  corporations) /etc.  pp*  13480-90 


8*  CREDIT  UNIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  8305^  to  make  various  amendments  to 
the  Federal  Credit  Union  kc%.  including  provisio/s  to  increase  the  maximum 
maturities  of  loans  from  3  tdv  5  years,  increas^ signature  loan  limits  from  $400  V 
to  $1,000,  etc.  pp.  13479,  13494-511 


9.  FOREIGN  TRADE*  Rep.  Bailey  charged,  that  mo/t  of  the  big  newspapers  have  a  "strong 


ecutive  branch"  and  that  this  attitude 
Representatives  discussed  this  matter. 


bias  toward  the  free-trade  policy 
is  reflected  in  their  news  items* 
pp.  13522-34 

Rep.  Curtis,  Mo.,  inserted  and  discussed  tables  which,  he  said,  indicate 
that  the  foreign  aid  program  is  result ingvin  increased  foreign  trade,  pp. 
13547-52 


10.  PERSONNEL.  The  bays  and  Means/C omraittee  voted,  to  report  (bub  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R.  135,  to  provide  an  income  tax  craHt  in  the  case  of  civil-service 
annuities  received  by  nonresident  alien  individuals  not  engaged  in  trade  or 
business  with  the  U.  S.  pi  D693 


11.  PAYROLLING.  The  bays  qnd  Means  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R.  3151,  providing  for  withholding, for  tax^  by  cities  of  75,000 
or  more  population/of  Federal  salaries,  p.  D693 


12.  CASEIN  IMPORTS.  /The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report;  H.  R.  7456,  to  extend  for  3  years  the  susphpsion  of  duty  on 
imports  of  casein.  p»  D693 
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lolicy  regard- 
he  Federal 


PUBLIC  DEBT/.  Rep.  Reuss  defended  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee’s 
ing  management  of  the  Federal  debt,  etc.,  against  criticisms  from 
Reserve  Board,  etc.  pp.  13544-7 

14.  HOUSING*  Rep.  Rains  criticized  the  President’s  veto  of  the  housing  bit\.  pp, 
13514-22 


15.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Majority  Leader  McCormack  announced  next  week’s  pro; 
follows:  Mon.,  Consent  Calendar  and  suspensions  including  S.  1512,  regard: 
Federal  land  banks;  H.  R.  7740,  on  acreage  history  and  allotments ;  H.  R.  6861^ 
providing  for  State  contributions  to  disaster  relief;  and  S.  1289,  extending 
the  special  milk  program.  Tues.  and  until  terminated  (if  a  rule  is  reported), 
the  labor-management  bill.  p.  13466 


as 
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Today  I  made  a  statement  in  the  form 
jf  a  press  release  suggesting  that  the 
oviet  Union  be  permitted  to  own  and 
operate  radio  broadcasting  stations  in 
the\nited  States,  provided  we  were  per¬ 
mitted,  to  do  the  same  thing  in  Russia. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  may  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Recow 

There  behur  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  bo  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Washington,  Jurv  30. — U.S.  Senator  Pres¬ 
cott  Bush  proposea\today  that  the  United 
States  permit  the  SoXpt  Union  to  own  and 
operate  radio  and  television  broadcasting 
stations  in  this  countryN^f  we  may  do  the 
same  in  Russia. 

‘‘Vice  President  Nixon  piSt  his  finger  on 
what  is  perhaps  the  most  important  differ¬ 
ence  between  American  truth  >and  Russian 
Pravda  yesterday  when  he  criticized  the 
Kremlin  for  its  practice  of  jamming  U.S. 
broadcasts,”  Senator  Bush  said  in\,  state¬ 
ment  issued  from  his  office. 

“The  Vice  President  was  suggesting\that 
freedom  of  speech  could,  better  than  any¬ 
thing  else,  lead  to  understanding  betwe 
people.  Mr- Khrushchev  himself,  in  his  tele' 
cast  repartee  with  the  Vice  President,  best' 
demonstrated  the  need  for  such  understand¬ 
ing  when  he  expressed  fear  that  his  remarks 
might  not  be  given  a  full  and  honest  trans¬ 
lation  into  English  when  broadcast  in  this 
country,  which  of  course  they  were. 

“These  expressions  by  the  visiting  Vice 
President  and  his  Kremlin  host  lead  me  to 
suggest  a  simple  exchange  of  facilities  which 
could  open  new  doors  of  free  speech  and 
mutual  respect  and  understanding  between 
our  two  nations.  I  believe  this  is  a  fruitful 
time  for  us  to  make  available  to  the  U.S.S.R. 
important  television  and  radio  facilities  in 
our  country,  fully  owned  and  operated  by 
Soviet  personnel,  if  the  United  States  is 
given  similar  facilities,  under  our  full  con¬ 
trol,  in  Russia. 

“Stations  operated  in  the  English  language 
by  Russians,  could  bring  to  Americans  the 
full  picture  of  Soviet  progress,  information 
and  ideas.  Our  American  stations,  in  Rus¬ 
sia,  could  present,  in  their  language,  the  full 
and  true  story  of  our  American  culture,  pros¬ 
perity,  and  philosophy. 

“With  the  Russians  claiming  the  same 
dedication  to  peace  that  motivates  our 
American  diplomacy,  this  audio-visual  ex¬ 
changing  of  viewpoints  and  environments 
would  inspire  a  truly  wholesome  competi¬ 
tive  race  for  an  increasingly  better  way  of 
life  for  people  everywhere.  It  should  le^u 
to  an  Olympics  in  ideology  rivaling/ in 
friendly  competitive  atmosphere  the  .great 
sports  events  between  nations,  wijn  the 
world  as  a  stadium. 

“How  much  better  and  more  effective  this 
would  be  than  the  current  arm ar  race.’ 


ORDER  OP  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mtr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  0T  a  quorum. 

The  legislative  clprk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSG of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  fur¬ 
ther  proceedings  under  the  quorum  call 
be  dispense**  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OPICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr. yOOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi- 
denyin  an  attempt  to  accommodate  all 
Members  of  the  Senate,  since  we  will 
ive  several  rollcalls  this  afternoon,  it 
^  Cppears  that  at  this  point  it  might  be 
'desirable  to  have  the  conference  report 


on  military  construction  authorization 
called  up,  and  after  it  is  called  up  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  informs  me 
that  he  will  make  a  very  brief  statement 
on  it,  and  then  we  can  have  the  yeas  and 
nays  ordered  on  it. 

We  would  then  like  to  call  up  the 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  confer¬ 
ence  report  and  have  the  yeas  and  nays 
ordered  on  it. 

Then  if  there  is  further  discussion  in 
connection  with  the  motion  affecting  the 
independent  offices  motion  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  or  the  military  construction 
bill  conference  report  or  the  HEW  con¬ 
ference  report,  it  could  take  place  prior 
to  the  consecutive  votes. 

When  we  start  to  have  the  yeas  and 
nays,  we  could  have  the  votes  follow  each-, 
other  so  that  Senators  will  not  have  to 
come  to  the  Chamber  and  then  return 
to  their  offices. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  be 
recognized  to  submit  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  military  construction  au¬ 
thorization,  report  No.  729. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do  not  rise  to  ohr 
'ject,  and  I  shall  not  object,  but  it  seeols 
txv  me  that  since  we  have  completed/the 
argument  on  the  pending  measur^f  the 
Senator  from  Texas  might  includj/in  the 
unannnous-consent  agreement yahat  no 
furtherSdebate  will  take  places 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  /The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Riinois  would  li^e  to  have  3 
minutes  onk  and  I  do  pot  want  to  de¬ 
prive  him  of  it 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Excepting  that  it 
seems  to  me  these  jyould  be  no  use  in 
getting  all  the  Senators  here  and  then 
having  the  same/ue^ate  all  over  again. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Hlimus  says  he  will  take  only 
3  minutes,  and  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  says  he  will  take  o^ly  1  minute. 

MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AU¬ 
THORIZATION  BILL,  1960— CON¬ 
FERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  author¬ 
ize  certain  construction  at  military  in¬ 
stallations,  and  for  other  purposes.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  present 
consideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Byrd  of  West  Virginia  in  the  chair). 
The  report  will  be  read  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  29, 1959,  pp.  13342-13351, 
Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  on  the  question  of  agreeing  to  the 
conference  report,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  brief  statement  to  make  on  certain 
major  points  involved  in  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  signed  by  all  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  and  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate,  and  has  been 
agreed  to  by  the  House.  With  respect  to 
the  net  money  figures  in  the  bill,  there 
was  only  about  a  $14  million  increase 
over  the  amount  in  the  bill  as  passed  by 
the  Senate.  This  increase  was  primarily 
the  result  of  reinserting  in  the  bill  a  pro¬ 
vision  for  six  hospitals,  which  had  been 
deleted  by  the  Senate  committee  because 
it  was  felt  the  cost  estimates  were  too 
high  and  unrealistic.  It  will  be  recalled 
that  in  the  Senate  committee’s  report  it 
•  was  pointed  out  that  the  committee  did 
not  question  the  need  for  the  hospitals, 
but  only  questioned  the  cost  estimates. 
The  Department  of  Defense-  did  subse¬ 
quently  submit  revised  figures  in  a  lesser 
amount,  and  these  were  reduced  still  fur¬ 
ther  by  the  conferees.  It  is  believed 
much  more  realistic  figures  have  now 
been  arrived  at,  resulting  in  a  substantial 
savings  to  the  Government. 

There  are  two  or  three  language  pro¬ 
visions  which  I  should  like  to  highlight. 
The  first  is  section  412  of  the  bill.  As 
the  bill  passed  the  Senate,  this  section 
would  have  prevented  the  appropriation 
of  any  funds  after  December  31,  1959,  to 
or  for  the  use  of  any  armed  forces  for 
the  design,  development,  or  procurement 
of  aircraft  or  missiles,  unless  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  such  funds  had  been  specifi¬ 
cally  authorized  by  legislation  enacted 
after  that  date.  It  was  agreed  by  the 
conferees  that  the  words  “desigfi”  and 
“development”  should  be  stricken  from 
the  language,  and  that  it  be  directed 
solely  to  the  procurement  of  aircraft  and 
missiles,  and  to  include  a  similar  re¬ 
quirement  with  respect  to  naval  vessels. 
The  conferees  also  agreed  that  the  date 
after  which  authorization  legislation 
would  be  necessary  should  be  changed 
from  December  31,  1959,  to  December  31, 
1960.  The  conferees  are  in  agreement 
that  proper  discharge  of  the  legislative 
responsibilities  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committees  required  a  review  of  these 
procurement  programs,  and  that  a  thor¬ 
ough  examination  into  these  areas  might 
serve  to  reduce  the  enormous  cost  of  de¬ 
fense  and  be  of  assistance  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Appropriations  in  their  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  defense  budget.  The 
new  section  agreed  to  by  the  conferees 
will  give  the  two  committees  a  year  to 
study  the  field  of  aircraft,  missiles,  and 
naval-vessel  procurement,  after  which 
the  committees  will  be  ready  to  function 
in  the  legislative  area  and  will  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  submit  to  their  respective 
Houses  soundly  conceived  and  clearly 
presented  programs  for  legislative  con¬ 
sideration. 

The  next  section  I  desire  to  mention 
is  section  415.  This  section,  as  it  passed, 
the  Senate,  prohibits  the  use  of  mort-- 
gage  proceeds  for  the  purchase  of  title 
insurance  and  title  search  in  donnec-# 
tion  with  the  construction  ef  Capehart 
housing  projects.  The  section  provides 
that  the  Attorney  General  will  furnish 
an  opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  title, 
and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  will  guar¬ 
antee  against  any  and  all  losses  arising 
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against  adverse  claims  to  title.  There 
is  good  authority,  including  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States,  to 
support  the  belief  that  this  type  of  title 
search  and  title  insurance  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  adequate,  and  should  be  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  prospective  mortgagees.  A 
measure  of  uneasiness  developed,  how¬ 
ever,  in  the  minds  of  some  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  and  the  conferees, 
who  feared  that  all  prospective  mort¬ 
gagees  might  not  readily  distinguish  be¬ 
tween  mortgages  on  Government  prop¬ 
erty  under  full  and  complete  guarantee 
by  the  United  States,  and  private  mort¬ 
gages  where  commercial  insurance  may 
be  a  reasonable  requirement.  For  this 
reason,  the  conferees  added  to  the  sec¬ 
tion  a  proviso  allowing  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  purchase  commercial  title 
search  and  insurance  if  he  finds  it  im¬ 
possible  to  secure  the  mortgages  under 
the  new  policy  established  by  section 
415.  However,  any  cost  involved  in  the 
purchase  of  such  insurance  will  be  paid 
from  appropriated  funds  already  author¬ 
ized  for  use  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
and  not  from  mortgage  proceeds  upon 
which  interest  must  be  paid  for  a  period 
of  25  years.  A  provision  is  made  for  sur¬ 
veillance  by  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees. 

Finally,  I  should  like  to  call  attention 
briefly  to  section  414  which  extends  the 
Capehart  housing  provisions  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act  to  September  30, 1960, 
and  limits  to  20,000  units  the  number 
of  Capehart  units  that  may  be  con¬ 
tracted  for  until  that  time.  Although 
there  were  substantial  differences  in  the 
number  of  such  units  authorized  in  the 
House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  bill, 
many  of  them  reflected  plans  of  the  Air 
Force  that  were  not  complete  at  the  time 
when  the  House  was  considering  the  bill. 
The  differences  contained  in  the  Senate 
bill  were  substantially  agreed  to,  as  well 
as  the  limitation  on  the  number  of  units 
to  be  contracted  for  during  the  next  15 
months. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  principal  items  in  contro¬ 
versy  were  the  ones  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  StennisI  has  men¬ 
tioned. 

With  respect  to  them,  I  should  like  to 
say  that  considerable  concern  was  ex¬ 
pressed  by  various  Members  about  the 
provision  on  title  insurance  contained  in 
the  bill,  as  passed  by  the  Senate.  When 
the  bill  was  before  the  Senate,  I  was 
among  the  Members  who  expressed  the 
view  that  perhaps  there  should  be  some 
modification,  so  as  to  assure,  on  the  one 
hand,  that  housing  projects  would  be 
permitted  to  proceed,  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  that  if  a  title  examination  were 
necessary,  there  would  be  some  method 
of  paying  for  it  without  throwing  the 
burden  upon  the  insurance  of  the  Cape¬ 
hart  housing. 

I  think  that  double  goal  was  reached 
by  the  language  now  in  the  conference 
report,  although  I  should  add  that  ex¬ 
perience  with  the  provision  probably 
will  be  necessary  before  we  know  fully 
how  it  will  affect  the  military  housing 
program. 

The  second  item  I  wish  to  mention  is 
the  provision  for  a  review  of  the  military 


program  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
As  the  military  construction  bill  passed 
the  Senate,  it  provided  that  there  should 
be  a  review  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
and  that  it  should  be  made  known  to  both 
the  House  Armed  Services  Committee 
and  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Commit¬ 
tee.  The  resolving-  of  the  so-called  con¬ 
troversy  between  the  Nike-Hercules  and 
the  Bomarc  programs  resulted  in  a  re¬ 
vision  of  ' the  construction  program  and 
a  provision  for  the  submission  by  the 
Secretary  of  what  was  called  a  master 
plan. 

Again,  until  that  has  been  actually 
reviewed  in  the  light  of  the  experience 
in  connection  with  the  appropriations 
made  available  by  the  appropriations  bill 
for  the  military  construction  program, 
there  will  not  be  the  firm  decisions 
which  we  have  a  right  to  expect. 

The  language  contained  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  is  not  nearly  so  strong  as 
I  would  have  preferred  to  see  used.  It 
provides  for  a  review  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  but  there  is  not  full  assurance 
that  that  review  will  be  participated  in 
by  the  military  chiefs. 

Personally,  I  think  Congress  should 
have  the  assurance  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  that  the  program  is  adequate  to 
meet  the  defense  posture  which  the 
country  should  have  at  this  time. 

I  hope  that  when  the  review  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  it  will 
be  consistent  with  the  hopes  expressed 
by  various  Members  when  the  bill  was 
under  consideration. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
StennisI  has  referred  to  the  so-called 
Russell  amendment — that  is  to  say,  the 
language  which  brings  under  review  by 
the  Congress  the  procurement  programs 
for  naval  vessels,  missiles,  and  aircraft. 
This  is  a  big  departure  from  anything  we 
have  had  in  our  military  procurement  for 
many  years. 

The  first  review  of  this  authorization 
will  be  somewhat  experimental;  but  the 
Congress  should  obtain  from  it  better 
control  over  the  several  programs,  in¬ 
volving  missiles,  naval  vessels,  and  air¬ 
craft.  It  should  result  in  the  saving  of 
money.  It  should  result  in  better  coor¬ 
dination  of  our  military  armaments  and 
vessels  and  aircraft.  I  hope  it  will  be 
successful.  I  believe  it  was  an  epochal 
step,  insofar  as  military  procurement  is 
concerned. 

The  language  used  in  the  conference 
report  was  the  subject  of  a  considerable 
amount  of  discussion  by  the  conferees. 
Several  sessions  were  required  in  order 
to  reach  agreement  on  it.  I  believe  it 
will  be  a  useful  instrument  for  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  getting  greater  defense  for  the 
dollars  we  spend. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
the  adoption  of  the  report;  and  I  yield 
the  floor. 
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INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRI¬ 
ATIONS,  1960 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  motion  of  Mr. 
Young,  of  Ohio,  that  the  Senate  recede 
from  its  amendment  No.  1  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  7040)  making  appropriations  for 


sundry  independent  executive  bureaus* 
boards,  commissions,  corporations,  a 
cies,  and  offices,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ing  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other, 
poses. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr/' Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent^hat  the 
distinguished  minority  leadei/may  now 
proceed  for  3  minutes,  and  U4at  then  the 
Senate  proceed  to  vote  o /l  the  motion 
made  by  the  Senator  fyom  Ohio  [Mr. 
Young!. 

The  PRESIDING  O/PICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  < 

Mr.  DIRKSEN./Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand  the  parliamentary  situation, 
the  pending  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  motion  a f  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  YounoI  that  the  Senate  recede 
from  its  position  on  the  amendment  No. 
1,  which  Ys  in  disagreement. 

I  excess  the  hope  that  the  Senate  by 
decisive  vote  will  reject  that  motion,  in 
case  of  course  the  Senate  will  in¬ 
sist  on  its  action  to  provide  the  extra 
necessary,  in  my  opinion,  in  order 
carry  on  the  civil  defense  program. 

One  hundred  and  thirty-one  million 
dollars  of  grant  funds  to  the  States  has 
been  invested  for  the  purpose  of  setting 
up  the  civil-defense  program,  for  which 
there  is  joint  responsibility. 

One  year  ago  this  month,  as  I  recall, 
we  had  before  us  a  $7  million  item;  and, 
before  we  adjourned,  we  scolded  the 
civil-defense  officials,  on  the  ground  that 
they  had  no  well-worked-out  program, 
no  standards,  and  no  merit  system. 

So  now  they  have  produced  a  merit 
system  and  a  national  plan  and  criteria 
for  State  plans — all  of  which  have  been 
submitted. 

So  today  we  have  a  national  plan  and 
State  plans  which  have  been  submitted 
and  approved ;  and  they  require  the  nec¬ 
essary  funds,  in  order  to  articulate  and 
carry  out  the  program. 

Are  we  now  going  to  vote  to  waste  the 
$131  million;  or  shall  we  provide  suffi¬ 
cient  funds  to  staff  the  program  with 
the  number  of  personnel  and  the  kind  of 
personnel  needed? 

I  have  given  a  good  deal  of  attention  to 
jthis  matter.  I  believe  I  have  stated  the 
,sic  issue  involved. 

herefore,  Mr.  President,  I  trust  that 
theNnotion  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Young]  to  have  the  Senate  recede 
from  irs  position  on  amendment  No.  1 
will  be  n^jected  by  the  Senate. 

DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR,  HEALTH, 

EDUCATION.  AND  WELFARE  AP¬ 
PROPRIATIONS,  1960  —  CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of\Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at 
this  time  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill]  may  call  up  the  coherence  report 
on  the  Departments  oiN.  Labor,  and 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 
may  make  a  brief  statement  regarding  it, 
and  that  thereafter  we  may  request  that 
the  yeas  and  nays  be  ordered  >on  the 
question  of  agreeing  to  the  repor 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  tkre 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  nor 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


13449, 


1959  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


Senate  will  understand  what  they  are 
being  asked  to  vote  on? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
"motion  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  is  that 
tHf  Senate  recede  from  its  position  on 
amendment  No.  1. 

MV  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Very  well. 
ThereSwill  be  at  least  4  rollcalls,  follow¬ 
ing  thi\one,  so  I  hope  Members  of  the 
Senate  will  remain  in  the  Chamber,  and 
we  shall  conclude  as  quickly  as  we  can. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield\ 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Star  the  benefit  of  those 
who  came  to  the 'Chamber  late,  would 
the  Chair  have  the  clerk  state  the 
amendment?  It  is  aUittle  difficult  for 
us  to  know  what  we  are  being  asked  to 
vote  on  simply  by  a  statement  that  it  is 
a  motion  that  the  SenateVecede. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  TexasX  Mr.  Presi-  T 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
clerk  state  the  motion.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  thVclerk 
will  state  the  motion.  \ 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Amendment 
No.  1:  On  page  3,  line  5,  strike  out  “$rQ 
million”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$25\ 
million.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young] 
that  the  Senate  recede  from  its  position 
on  Senate  amendment  No.  1.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bart¬ 
lett],  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Engle],  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Green],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray],  and  the  Senator  from  . 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams],  are  abserhr 
on  official  business.  / 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  Lrom 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]  and  the/sen- 
ator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney], 
are  absent  because  of  illness.  / 

I  further  announce  that,  /  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator/from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the /enator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd/  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Fr/r],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  /n. Ir.  Green],  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the 
Senator  from  Mo/ana  [Mr.  Murray], 
and  the  Senator/rom  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  woufa  each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mt/cngle]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  /from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O ’Mahon/-].  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Sena  to/  from  California  would  vote 
“yea’/nd  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
would  vote  “nay.” 

mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater] 
/s  necessarily  absent  and,  if  present  and 
'  voting,  would  vote  “nay.” 


The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 
The  result  was  announced — yeas  12, 


nays  71,  as 

follows: 

YEAS— 12 

Clark 

Lausche 

Neuberger 

Douglas 

Long 

Russell 

Gruening 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Hartke 

Moss 

NAYS— 71 

Young,  Ohio 

AUott 

Hart 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Morse 

Beall 

Hennings 

Morton 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Bible 

Hill 

Muskie 

Bridges 

Holland 

Pastore 

Bush 

Hruska 

Prouty 

Butler 

Humphrey 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jackson 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Robertson 

Cannon 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Capehart 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Schoeppel 

Carlson 

Jordan 

Scott 

Carroll 

Keating 

Smathers 

Case,  N.J. 

Kefauver 

Smith 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Kennedy 

Sparkman 

Church 

Kuchel 

Stennis 

Cooper 

Langer 

Symington 

Cotton 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Curtis 

McGee 

Thurmond 

Dirksen 

McNamara 

Wiley  y 

Dworshak 

Magnuson 

Williams,  Del/ 

.Ellender 

Mansfield 

Young,  N.  D;Jt. 

tjrvin 

Martin 

NOT  VOTING— 

15  / 

SAiken 

Engle 

Green  / 

JSartlett 

Frear 

Kerr  / 

C\avez 

Fulbright 

Mumy 

Goldwater 

O’Mahoney 

EastPand 

Gore 

Williams,  N.J. 

So  Nie  motion  of  Mr.  y 

Tdung  of  Ohio 

was  rejected.  / 

Mr.  M^ 

.GNUSON.  XLv. 

President,  I 

move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
motion  of  the  Sen/or  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Young]  was  rhiec/d. 

Mr.  JOHNSOy  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  hjrhiy  that  motion  on  the 
table.  /  \ 

The  motion  to  reosmsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  /  \ 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  insiX  on  its  amend - 
ment/fo.  1  and  request  aSfurther  con- 
ferejfce  with  the  House  of  ^Reoresenta- 
tivds  thereon,  and  that  the  XJhair  ap¬ 
point  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate  at  the  further  conference;  and 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  motion. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  orderedX 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  TW 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  / 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
MagnusonL  On  this  question  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bart¬ 
lett],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Engle],  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray], 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Williams]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney] 
are  absent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 


[Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Engle],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear] /the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr  Green], 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma/lMr.  KerrI, 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray],  the  Senator  from /Wyoming  l  Mr. 
O’Mahoney],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  William/  would  each  vote 
“yea.”  / 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  A  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater] 
is  necessarily  absent  and,  if  present  and 
voting,  would/ote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  is/bsent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  76, 
nays  8/Rs  follows : 


YEAS — 76 


All  oft 

Hartke 

Morse 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Morton 

Bfeall 

Hennings 

Mundt 

/Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Muskie 

Bible 

Hill 

Neuberger 

Bridges 

Holland 

Pastore 

Bush 

Hruska 

Prouty 

Butler 

Humphrey 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jackson 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Robertson 

Cannon 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Capehart 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Schoeppel 

Carlson 

Jordan 

Scott 

Carroll 

Keating 

Smathers 

Case,  N.J. 

Kefauver 

Smith 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Kennedy 

Sparkman 

Chavez 

Kuchel 

Stennis 

Church 

Langer 

Symington 

Cooper 

Lausche 

Talmadge 

Cotton 

McCarthy 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

McGee 

Wiley 

Dirksen 

McNamara 

Williams,  Del. 

Dworshak 

Magnuson 

Yarborough 

El'.ender 

Mansfield 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin 

Martin 

Hart 

Monroney 

NAYS— 8 

Clark 

Long 

Russell 

Douglas 

McClellan 

Young,  Ohio 

Gruening 

Moss 

NOT  VOTING— 

-14 

Aiken 

Frear 

Kerr 

Bartlett 

Fulbright 

Murray 

Dodd 

Goldwater 

O’Mahoney 

Eastland 

Gore 

Williams,  N.J 

Engle 

Green 

So  Mr.  Magnuson’s  motion  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  was  agreed  to. 
\Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  move  to 
laV  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed,  to. 

The  ^RESIDING  OFFICER  appointed 
Mr.  MagXpson,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Ellender, 
Mr.  Robertson,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Allott, 
Mr.  Saltonstall,  and  Mr.  Young  of 
North  DakotX.  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate  at  the  further  conference. 


CONSTRUCTION  AT  CERTAIN  MILI¬ 
TARY  INSTALLATIONS— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  au¬ 
thorize  certain  construction  at  military 
installations,  and  for  other  purposes. 
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Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  aslc  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
adoption  of  the  conference  report  on  the 
military  construction  authorization  bill, 
report  No.  729,  H.R.  5674. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  for  the  information  of  the  Senate, 
there  will  be  a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  the 
adoption  of  the  conference  report  on  the 
military  construction  authorization  bill. 
The  adoption  of  the  report  is  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis]  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  The  report 
is  unanimous.  The  debate  has  been 
concluded,  and  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Byrd 
of  West  Virginia  in  the  chair).  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  this  question.  The  yeas!" 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bart¬ 
lett]  ,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Frear]  ,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright]  ,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]  and  the  Sen-, 
ator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney] 
are  absent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr], 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  would  each  vote 
“yea?’ 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater] 
is  necessarily  absent  and,  if  present  and 
voting,  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  85, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 85 


Allott 

Dirksen 

Kefauver 

Anderson 

Douglas 

Kennedy 

Beall 

Dworshak 

Kuchel 

Bennett 

Ellender 

Langer 

Bible 

Engle 

Lausche 

Bridges 

Ervin 

Long 

Bush 

Gruening 

McCarthy 

Butler 

Hart 

McCleUan 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hartke 

McGee 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hayden 

McNamara 

Cannon 

Hennings 

Magnuson 

Capehart 

Hlckenlooper 

Mansfield 

Carlson 

Hill 

Martin 

Carroll 

Holland 

Monroney 

Case,  N.J. 

Hruslca 

Morse 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Humphrey 

Morton 

Chavez 

Jackson 

Moss 

Church 

Javits 

Mundt 

Clark 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Muskle 

Cooper 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Neuberger 

Cotton 

Jordan 

Pastore 

Curtis 

Keating 

Prouty 

Proxmire 

Randolph 

Robertson 

Russell 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Scott 

Smathers 

Smith 

Sparkman 

Stennis 

Symington 

Talmadge 

Thurmond 

Wiley 

Williams,  De.. 
Yarborough 
Young,  N.  Dak 
Young,  Ohio 

NAYS — 0 

NOT  VOTING— 

-13 

Aiken 

Bartlett 

Dodd 

Eastland 

Frear 

Fulbright 

Goldwater 

Gore 

Green 

Kerr 

Murray 
O’Mahoney 
Williams,  N.J. 

from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney],  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Williams],  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  ti 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwatj^r] 
is  necessarily  absent.  If  present/and 
voting,  he  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  result  was  announce/— yeas  69, 
nays  14,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 69 


So  the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  LABOR  DE¬ 
PARTMENT  AND  DEPARTMENT  OF 
HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE-CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  rise  to  a 
point  of  information.  The  yeas  and  nays 
ha v^.  been  ordered  on  the  question  of 
agreeing  to  the  conference  report  on  the 
appropriation  bill  (H.R.  6769)  for  t/e 
Departments  of  Labor,  and  of  Health, 
Education\and  Welfare,  as  presented  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill]. 

Will  the  Senator  from  Alahjfma  state 
by  how  much  tire  appropriation  is  over 
the  amount  asked\for  in  the  budget? 

Mr.  HILL.  It  is  $?59  ijnllion  over  the 
budget  estimate. 

The  PRESIDING /OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  tcHthe  conference 
report.  On  this  question, \he  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  /rdered;  arid  the  clerk 
will  call  the  rolL 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senate/  from  Alaska  [MtVbart- 
lett],  the/senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  frc 
Delaware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  fror 
Arkansas  [Mi*.  Fulbright],  the  Senator' 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
f^m  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the 
enator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr], 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray],  and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Williams],  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]  and  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  are  absent  because  of  ill¬ 
ness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear],  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright], 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator 


Allott 

Hill  / 

Moss 

Anderson 

Holland  / 

Mundt 

Beall 

Humphraj 

Muskle 

Bennett 

Jackson/ 

Neuberger 

Bible 

Javits/ 

Pastore 

Bridges 

Johmron,  Tex. 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

J  oh/s  ton,  S.C. 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Jo/ian 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Keating 

Robertson 

Carroll 

/Kefauver 

Russell 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

/  Kennedy 

Saltonstall 

Church  / 

Kuchel 

Schoeppel 

Clark  / 

Langer 

Scott 

Cooper  / 

Long 

Smathers 

Douglas/ 

McCarthy 

Smith 

Dworshak 

McClellan 

Sparkman 

Ellender 

McGee 

Stennis 

Eng/ 

McNamara 

Symington 

Er/n 

Magnuson 

Talmadge 

Gruening 

Mansfield 

Wiley 

/artke 

Martin 

Yarborough 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hennings 

Morse 

NAYS— 14 

Young,  Ohio 

Bush 

Cotton 

Lausche 

Butler 

Curtis 

Morton 

Byrd,  Va. 

Dirksen 

Thurmond 

Capehart 

Hickenlooper 

Williams,  Del. 

Case,  N.J. 

Hruska 

NOT  VOTING— 

-15 

Aiken 

Frear 

Hart 

Bartlett 

Fulbright 

Kerr 

Chavez 

Goldwater 

Murray 

Dodd 

Gore 

O  Mahoney 

Eastland 

Green 

Williams,  N.J. 

So  the  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  move  that  the 
Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  move  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

(The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
5yrd  of  West  Virginia  in  the  chair)  laid 
jfore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
se  df  Representatives  announcing  its 
actftm  on  certain  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  House  bill  6769,  which  was 
read  aAfollows: 

In  the  Ho^se  of  Representatives,  TJ.S. 

July  30,  1959. 

Resolved,  $hat  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  V  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  numbered  7,  8,  21,  40,  42,  43,  and  44 
to  the  bill  (H.KS>6769)  entitled  “An  Act 
making  appropriations  for  the  Departments 
of  Labor,  and  HealtfV.  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  \nd  for  other  pur¬ 
poses”,  and  concur  thereir 

That  the  House  recede  fVm  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  4,  and  concur  therein  ™  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  Strike  out  th^vord  “con¬ 
tinuation”  in  said  amendment  an\  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “expan^on  and 
improvement.” 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  nr 
bered  6,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amen3 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  named 
in  said  amendment  insert  the  following: 
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cannot  economically  meet  the  changing 
needs  of  various  units  of  the  Laboratory. 
(Some  have  proved  dependable,  but  this 
means  of  obtaining  animals  is  very  ex¬ 
pensive  in  the  overall.  The  increasing 
neeeL  has  made  these  stopgap  arrange¬ 
ments.  unsatisfactory.  Accordingly, 
plans  Imve  ben  drawn  up  for  an  adequate 
animal  production  facility. 

The  proposed  building  would  be  ap- 
proximatel^J60  by  50  feet,  cement  slab, 
single  story,  cinder  block  or  tile  veneer 
of  the  simplesiNype  and  design  and  one 
which  would  anWd  the  most  space  for 
the  least  money.  (Cost  of  the  basic  con¬ 
struction,  including  the  essential  me¬ 
chanical  and  servic^dnstallations  such 
as  cage-washing  facilities  needed  in  the 
operation  of  the  buildings  estimated  at 
$150,000.  The  utilities,  l^oluding  heat 
for  the  building,  would  b^upplied  by 
connection  to  the  existing  \team  and 
power  sources  of  the  Laborawy.  The 
building  would  be  constructed  \n  land 
which  belongs  to  the  United  State^Jov- 
ernment  and  is  a  part  of  the  present  19- 
acre  plot  on  which  the  Rocky  Mountain 
Laboratory  is  located.  \ 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 
REMARKS 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  permission  to  extend  then- 
remarks  in  the  Record  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  just  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AU¬ 
THORIZATION,  FISCAL  YEAR  1960 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
5674)  to  authorize  certain  construction 
.  at  military  installations,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu 
of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  this  is  a  very  lengthy  state¬ 
ment  and  has  already  been  printed,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  dispense  with  the 
reading  of  the  statement  of  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  assume  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  going  to  yield  time  to  explain  the 
conference  report? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  will  accede  to  the  re¬ 
quests  that  have  been  made  and  will  ex¬ 
plain  the  conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  29, 
1959.) 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  use. 

(Mr.  VINSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April 
16,  1959,  the  House  passed  H.R.  5674, 
which  was  the  fiscal  year  1960  military 
construction  authorization  for  the  three 
military  departments  and  for  the  Re¬ 
serve  components. 

On  June  30  the  Senate  considered  the 
House  bill  and  amended  it  by  striking  all 
language  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
inserting  a  new  bill. 

As  the  bill  passed  the  House,  the  au¬ 
thorities  granted  in  the  Army,  Navy,  Air 
Force,  and  Reserve  components  titles 
totaled  $1,252,608,000.  The  correspond¬ 
ing  authority  granted  in  the  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill  totaled  $1,211,480,000  or 
$41,128,000  less  than  the  House  version. 
The  total  agreed  to  by  the  conferees  for 
titles  I,  II,  III,  and  V  is  $1,225,475,150. 
This  latter  sum  is  $27,132,850  less  than 
the  House  version  and  $13,995,150  more 
than  the  Senate  version. 

As  is  usual,  there  were  many  items  in 
disagreement  between  the  House  and 
Senate  versions.  Most  of  these,  I  am 
happy  to  say  were  matters  of  minor 
importance.  There  were,  however,  sev¬ 
eral  substantial  differences,  both  in 
money  amounts  and  in  the  language  of 
the  general  provisions,  and  I  would  like 
to  describe  these  differences  briefly  in 
order  that  the  House  may  know  what  its 
conferees  have  agreed  to. 

First,  the  Senate  cut  from  the  House 
bill  all  authority  for  six  hospitals,  two 
for  the  Army,  one  for  the  Navy,  and  three 
for  the  Air  Force.  The  Senate  report  on 
its  bill  indicated  quite  clearly  that  the 
cuts  were  made  not  on  the  basis  that  the 
hospitals  were  not  really  needed,  but 
rather  that  the  costs  of  the  hospitals  ap¬ 
peared  to  that  body  to  be  excessive. 

The  total  cost  of  these  hospitals  as  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Department  was  about 
$19,200,000.  The  House  conferees  initi¬ 
ated  an  independent  study  of  the  hos¬ 
pitals  and  arrived  at  a  lower  figure.  I 
think  it  of  interest  to  know  that  the 
Senate  conferees  on  an  entirely  inde¬ 
pendent  basis  made  a  similar  study. 
Each  of  these  studies  was  made  without 
the  knowledge  that  the  other  body  was 
engaged  in  the  same  pursuit. 

As  I  said,  the  total  cost  of  the  hospitals 
originally  was  about  $19,200,000.  The 
two  independent  studies  resulted  in  a 
total  difference  between  the  House  and 
the  Senate  of  only  $98,000,  which  is  less 
than  one-half  of  1  percent  difference.  I 
think  that  the  two  studies  were  profitable, 
and  I  believe  that  with  some  cutting  here 
and  there  that  the  hospitals  can  be  built 
for  the  new,  lower  figure.  The  new  figure 
is  a  little  over  $16,500,000.  This  is  $2,- 
600,000  less  than  the  Department’s 
original  estimates. 

The  six  hospitals  was,  therefore,  re¬ 
inserted  in  the  program  at  the  lower 
figures. 

The  next  substantial  reduction  made 
by  the  Senate  related  to  both  the  Army 


and  Air  Force  titles  and  directed  itself 
to  the  matter  of  our  air  defense. 

The  House  is  aware  that  Secretary 
McElroy  initiated  a  completely  new  study 
of  our  air  defense  and  arrived  at  certain 
conclusions  which  will  permit  the  use  of 
both  of  the  principal  weapons  systems 
which  have  been  planned  while  at  the 
same  time  making  internal  modifications 
which  permit  reductions  in  the  authori¬ 
zation  contained  in  this  bill. 

In  the  Army  title  the  reduction  was  a 
little  over  $17  million,  while  in  the  Air 
Force  title  the  reduction  was  about  $29 
million. 

I,  of  course,  cannot  go  into  the  de¬ 
tails  of  this  plan  since  it  involves  highly 
classified  information,  but  I  can  assure 
the  House  that  both  Nike-Hercules  and 
Bomarc  will  remain  in  our  inventory 
and  perform  the  functions  originally 
planned  for  them  in  substantially  the 
same  fashion  that  we  are  already  famil¬ 
iar  with. 

An  individual  item  of  interest  is  the 
authorization  requested  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  Norad  headquarters  at  Col¬ 
orado  Springs,  Colo.  The  House  struck 
this  item  from  the  bill  since  its  location 
has  not  been  determined  at  the  time  of 
House  consideration.  Shortly  after  this 
time,  however,  the  location  of  the  head¬ 
quarters  was  specifically  determined  and 
the  Senate  inserted  the  required  author¬ 
ization  in  the  bill.  The  House  conferees 
agreed  that  the  authorization  should 
now  be  granted  and  the  agreed  item  ap¬ 
peal's  in  the  conference  report. 

Many  of  the  general  provisions  appear 
in  this  bill  year  after  year,  and  with  re¬ 
spect  to  these  there  was,  of  course,  no 
disagreement. 

One  of  the  general  provisions  which 
has  not  appeared  in  the  bill  before  is 
section  409  which  would  grant  certain 
necessary  authority  for  the  leasing  of 
property  in  Okinawa.  This  was  inserted 
by  the  Senate  but  only  because  plans 
with  respect  to  this  program  had  not 
matured  at  the  time  the  House  was  con¬ 
sidering  the  bill. 

Section  414  will  extend  the  Capehart 
Family  Housing  Act.  This  was  inserted 
by  the  Senate  and  it  was,  indeed,  provi¬ 
dent  in  view  of  the  President’s  veto  of  the 
housing  bill.  This  same  section  also 
limits  the  number  of  Capehart  houses  to 
be  constructed  during  the  coming  year 
to  20,000.  This,  I  think,  is  a  sound  pro¬ 
vision  since  it  will  require  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  to  take  an  even  closer 
look  at  its  family  housing  program  to  in¬ 
sure  that  there  is  no  overbuilding  at  mili¬ 
tary  installations  throughout  the  United 
States. 

I  might  say  in  this  connection  that 
there  are  a  great  number  of  self-imposed 
limitations  now  controlling  the  con¬ 
struction  of  Capehart  houses,  and  I  feel 
that  these,  coupled  with  the  overall  im¬ 
position  of  a  numerical  ceiling,  will  give 
us  an  assurance  that  only  housing  that 
is  really  needed  will  be  built. 

Another  section,  number  418,  which 
was  inserted  by  the  Senate,  strives  to  as¬ 
sure  that  the  deposits  made  in  Wherry 
condemnations  will  actually  be  equal  to 
the  Wherry  sponsor’s  equity.  There  has 
been  some  difficulty  on  this  score  in  the 
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past,  and  T  feel  that  this  section  may  well 
help  the  situation. 

Section  420  will  permit  the  use  of 
funds  generated  through  the  disposal  of 
surplus  commodities  to  be  used  in  over¬ 
seas  areas,  not  only  for  the  construction 
of  houses  but  for  any  military  construc¬ 
tion  where  use  of  surplus  commodity 
funds  is  feasible.  This,  again,  is  a  step 
in  the  right  direction,  and  the  House 
conferees  were  in  full  agreement  with 
its  inclusion  in  the  final  version  of  the 
bill. 

Three  other  provisions  which  were  in 
disagreement  I  have  saved  until  the  last 
since  I  consider  them  to  be  of  consider¬ 
able  importance.  I  will  now  deal  with 
these  three  provisions  in  the  order  of 
their  importance. 

The  Senate  committee  inserted  sec¬ 
tion  419  in  the  bill.  The  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  would  have  required  a  very  de¬ 
tailed  report  to  the  Armed  Services 
Committees  relating  to  our  air  defense 
and  related  matters. 

The  report  required  by  the  Senate 
language  would  have  included  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  respective  Chiefs  of  Staff  in 
connection  with  one  particular  element 
of  our  defense  posture. 

Another  part  of  it  would  have  required 
the  “latest  opinion  of  the  respective 
Chiefs  of  Staff”  in  connection  with  an¬ 
other  area  of  judgment. 

The  House  conferees,  while  agreeing 
that  continuing  review  of  matters  im¬ 
portant  to  our  defense  should  be  encour¬ 
aged  and,  indeed,  required,  did  not  feel 
any  view  should  be  expressed  other  than 
by  the  man  specifically  charged  by  law 
with  this  responsibility.  That  man  is 
the  Secretary  of  Defense.  Since  all  of 
the  conferees,  both  Senate  and  House, 
were  agreed  in  principle  with  the  need 
for  a  review  of  certain  elements  of 
our  defense  situation,  agreement  was 
reached  that  a  new  section  419  would 
be  inserted  in  the  bill.  The  new  section 
will  require  that  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  shall  not  later  than  September  15, 
1959,  report  to  the  Senate  and  the  House 
the  results  of  a  complete  review  of  all 
previously  authorized  surface-to-air 
missile  sites  with  the  assurance,  first, 
that  the  review  reveals  the  military 
necessity  for  the  construction  of  the 
sites  selected;  second,  that  the  perform¬ 
ance  and  capability  of  the  missiles  se¬ 
lected  for  the  respective  sites  are  in 
consonance  with  military  requirements 
so  as  to  eliminate  any  overlapping  in 
this  area;  and  third,  that  particular 
attention  shall  be  given  to  the  feasibil¬ 
ity  of  modifying  or  expediting  any  of 
our  missile  programs. 

This  new  section  cannot  fail  to  have 
an  overall  beneficial  result.  In  the  first 
place,  it  will  insure  a  continuing  review 
of  these  important  matters  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  and  at  the  same  time, 
provide  the  Congress  with  specific  and 
detailed  information  which  it  must  have 
in  order  to  legislate  intelligently. 

Mr.  McDonough.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  With  reference  to 
the  title  insurance  section  that  you  just 


described,  you  say  if  it  cannot  be  ob¬ 
tained  in  any  other  manner  or  if  the 
builder  will  not  build  without  the  title 
insurance  section - 

Mr.  VINSON.  May  I  interrupt — then 
they  will  have  to  have  title  insurance, 
and  the  new  language  also  provides  a 
source  of  funds  for  the  procurement  of 
title  insurance,  and  that  is  the  revolving 
fund  established  for  procurement  and 
improvement  of  Wherry  housing 
pro j  ects 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  At  what  rate  of 
interest? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  do  not  know  what  the 
gentleman  is  referring  to.  Interest  rates 
are  not  involved. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  That  is  not  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  VINSON.  No.  We  do  not  deal 
with  the  question  of  interest  at  all. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  What  other 
source  of  funds  is  there  besides  title  in¬ 
surance,  FHA  funds,  available  in  the 
conference  report? 

Mr.  VINSON.  This  is  the  only  place. 
Title  insurance  costs  will  come  from  the 
Wherry  revolving  fund.  I  will  now  con¬ 
tinue  with  my  detailed  statement. 

Section  415  was  another  addition  by 
the  Senate  committee.  This  section  re¬ 
lates  to  the  procurement  of  title  insur¬ 
ance  with  respect  to  property  on  which 
the  construction  of  a  Capehart  housing 
project  is  planned. 

As  the  Senate  language  was  written, 
considerable  fear  was  expressed  that  it 
would  practically  bring  the  Capehart 
housing  program  to  a  halt  since  it  vir¬ 
tually  forbade  the  procurement  of  title 
insurance. 

Now,  I  think  we  can  all  agree  that  we 
cannot  dictate  to  the  insurance  com¬ 
panies  and  the  banks  who  lend  the  money 
for  Capehart  projects  whether  they  will 
or  will  not  have  title  insurance.  It  is 
entirely  within  their  own  discretion  and 
best  business  judgment  as  to  whether 
they  will  lend  money  for  these  projects. 
If  they  will  not  lend  money  without  title 
insurance,  then  the  Capehart  project 
stops,  and  our  military  personnel  are  left 
without  the  family  housing  that  they 
should  have. 

This  particular  provision  was  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  extended  discussions  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  but  the  discussion  finally  turned 
out  to  be  a  profitable  one  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  House  since  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  has  now  been  modified  so  as  to 
permit  the  procurement  of  title  insur¬ 
ance  if  the  construction  of  a  Capehart 
project  is  impossible  without  it.  Or,  to 
put  it  another  way,  if  the  lenders  will 
not  lend  without  title  insurance,  then 
title  insurance  can  be  procured. 

The  new  language  also  provides  a 
source  of  funds  for  the  procurement  of 
title  insurance  and  that  is  the  revolving 
fund  established  for  the  procurement 
and  improvement  of  the  old  Wherry 
housing  projects. 

So  now  we  have  an  agreement,  and  I 
think  it  is  a  good  one,  that  title  insurance 
can  be  procured  where  it  is  necessary  but 
will  be  eliminated  where  it  is  not  neces¬ 
sary. 

The  last  and  most  important  section  of 
the  bill  which  I  wish  to  discuss  is  section 
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412.  This  section  relates  to  what  I  will 
call  a  line  item  authorization  for  missiles, 
aircraft,  and  naval  vessels. 

The  language  inserted  by  the  Senate — 
and  there  was  no  counterpart  in  the 
House  bill — would  have  required  that  no 
money  could  be  appropriated  after  De¬ 
cember  31,  1959,  for  the  design,  develop¬ 
ment,  or  procurement  of  aircraft  or  mis¬ 
siles  unless  the  appropriation  had  been 
specifically  authorized  by  legislation 
enacted  after  that  date. 

In  effect,  this  meant  that  immediately 
at  the  beginning  of  the  next  session  of 
this  Congress,  authorization  would  be 
necessary  before  any  aircraft  or  missiles 
could  be  made  the  subject  of  an  appro¬ 
priation. 

The  conferees  finally  agreed,  therefore, 
that  the  section  should  be  modified  in 
certain  essential  respects. 

In  the  first  place,  the  words  “design” 
and  “development”  were  deleted  from 
the  Senate  language  since  it  is  actually 
operational  procurement  that  should  be 
the  subject  of  any  authorizing  legislation. 

Another  very  substantial  change  was 
the  addition  of  a  requirement  that  the 
same  authorization  must  be  provided  for 
naval  vessels. 

Based  on  these  considerations,  the 
language  was  changed  so  that  on  or  be¬ 
fore  January  31,  1860,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  will  submit  to  the  Senate  and 
the  House  complete  and  detailed  infor¬ 
mation  with  respect  to  the  various  types 
and  kinds  of  aircraft,  missiles,  and  na¬ 
val  vessels  being  procured  by  the  Armed 
Forces,  including  the  number  of  each 
type  and  kind  and  the  cost  thereof. 

Also,  the  submission  of  the  Secretary 
will  include  the  cost  and  number  of  each 
type  and  kind  of  aircraft,  missile,  and 
vessel  proposed  to  be  procured  and  the 
estimated  cost  of  them. 

The  rest  of  this  new  section  reads  as 
follows: 

No  funds  may  be  appropriated  after  De¬ 
cember  31,  1960,  to  or  for  the  use  of  any 
armed  force  of  the  United  States  for  the 
procurement  of  aircraft,  missiles,  or  naval 
vessels  unless  the  appropriation  of  such 
funds  has  been  authorized  by  legisaltion  -en¬ 
acted  after  such  date. 

Now,  why  should  we  provide  in  the  law 
that  aircraft,  missiles,  and  naval  vessels 
be  the  subject  of  an  authorization  bill? 

Today,  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
hears  the  military  construction  bill 
which  this  year  totals  about  $1.2  billion. 
We  work  hard  on  this  bill  and  I  think 
we  provide  the  House  all  of  the  informa¬ 
tion  which  it  needs  to  have  in  order  to 
act  intelligently  on  it. 

The  budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year 
for  aircraft  and  missiles  is  in  the  order 
of  $9  billion.  The  shipbuilding  appro¬ 
priation  request  for  this  year  is  $1  bil¬ 
lion. 

This  is  a  total  of  $10  billion.  Let  us 
look  for  a  moment  at  the  authorizations 
on  which  these  appropriations  are  made. 

In  the  case  of  the  Navy,  the  basic  au¬ 
thority  is  this : 

The  President  may  acquire,  construct,  or 
manufacture  naval  airplanes,  spare  parts,  and 
equipment  necessary  to  provide  and  maintain 
15,000  useful  naval  airplanes. 
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Here  is  another  similar  Navy  author¬ 
ity: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  procure  and 
construct  guided  missiles. 

The  Air  Force  authority  for  its  mis¬ 
siles  and  planes  reads  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  procure 
guided  missiles  and  24,000  serviceable  air¬ 
craft  or  225,000  airframe  tons  of  serviceable 
aircraft,  whichever  the  Secretary  considers 
appropriate. 

Now,  these  authorities  could  not  be 
broader  unless  the  last  remaining  lim¬ 
itation  was  removed  and  that  is  the  num¬ 
ber  of  aircraft. 

In  the  field  of  ship  procurement,  the 
situation  is  somewhat  better  but  still  is 
so  broad  today  that  the  Armed  Services 
Committees  consider  only  a  small  frac¬ 
tion  of  the  total  shipbuilding  program 
each  year.  This  usually  relates  to  anti¬ 
submarine  vessels  and  other  relatively 
minor  ships  which  do  not  fall  within 
the  broad  categories  of  the  Vinson- 
Trammell  Act. 

And  I  might  say  that  the  Vinson- 
Trammell  Act  was  passed  25  years  ago 
this  year — back  in  1934.  It,  with  its  sub¬ 
sequent  amendments,  provided  enough 
tonnage  for  the  Navy  to  build  ships  for 
an  untold  number  of  years  without  any 
further  authorization.  All  the  Navy  has 
needed  and  all  it  needs  today  is  appro¬ 
priations. 

We  are  now  bringing  into  the  fold  for 
the  first  time  aircraft  and  missiles  and 
returning  to  the  fold  ship  construction. 

I  feel,  and  I  think  the  House  will  agree 
with  me,  that  the  legislative  committee — 
the  committee  which  should  be  the  pol¬ 
icymaking  committee — should  have  full 
and  detailed  information  with  respect  to 
the  tremendous  expenditures  involved  in 
these  programs.  It  is  true  that  we  could 
obtain  the  information  at  any  time  but, 
with  the  responsibility  of  enacting  legis¬ 
lation,  information  tends  to  remain  ex¬ 
actly  that,  just  “information.” 

Let  me  cite  a  few  figures: 

A  B-58  airplane  costs  about  $12.5  mil¬ 
lion. 

A  Navy  carrier  fighter  plane  costs 
about  $3.3  million. 

An  Atlas  missile  costs  $2  million. 

A  Polaris  submarine  costs  $100  million. 

A  Bomarc  costs  $873,000. 

And  a  Nike-Hercules  costs  $78,500. 

When  you  multiply  each  one  of  these 
by  100,  or  by  several  hundred,  the  cost 
is  simply  staggering. 

Under  the  new  section  412  of  the  bill, 
then,  the  Armed  Services  Committee  will 
obtain  all  of  the  information  which  is 
now  furnished  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  It  will  consider  it,  study  it,  and 
bring  a  bill  to  the  floor  which  will  inform 
the  House  to  the  very  maximum  extent 
possible  consistent  with  security  consid¬ 
erations  with  respect  to  these  areas  of 
procurement. 

The  bill  will  leave  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  our  various  weapons  just 
as  it  is  today.  We  are  directing  our  at¬ 
tention  at  this  time  only  to  procurement 
of  operational  aircraft,  missiles,  and 
vessels. 

I  hope  that  1  have  given  the  House  a 
complete  picture  of  what  the  conferees 
have  agreed  upon.  The  bill  contains 


some  2,000  items,  it  has  been  closely 
studied  by  the  two  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees  and  has  been  debated  on  the  floor 
of  each  House. 

The  agreement  reached  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  is,  I  think,  well  considered  in  all 
its  aspects  and  warrants  the  support  of 
every  Member  of  the  House. 

Let  me  now  deal  with  the  subject  of 
our  air  defense. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  most  difficult 
problems  which  has  faced  both  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  and  the  Congress 
over  the  past  several  years  is  that  of 
the  air  defense  of  the  United  States. 

The  problem  confronting  us  today  in 
providing  adequate  air  defenses  for  the 
continental  United  States  thus  is  one 
which  requires  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  an  antiaircraft  defensive 
system. 

Controversy  between  manufacturers 
and  the  services  over  the  relative  merits 
and  means  of  employment  of  antiair¬ 
craft  weapons  has  added  to  the  difficulty 
and  confusion.  This  confusion  is  re¬ 
flected  in  the  actions  of  the  House  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  which,  on  the 
basis  of  its  best  judgment,  deleted  from 
the  fiscal  year  1960  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  appropriations  bill  a  major  portion 
of  the  money  requested  for  the  Bomarc 
weapon.  Similarly,  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee,  at  the  one  time,  de¬ 
leted  from  the  bill  presently  under  con¬ 
sideration,  substantial  authorization  for 
future  construction  of  Nike '  sites  and 
also  restricted  the  utilization  of  author¬ 
ity  presently  authorized  and  appropri¬ 
ated  for  this  purpose. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  agreed  with 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
that  a  decision  in  this  field  was  urgently 
necessary  and  that  congressional  action 
would  be  helpful  to  him  in  obtaining 
such  a  decision. 

Under  these  circumstances,  as  the 
House  is  aware,  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  requested  the  Armed  Services 
Committees  of  the  House  and  of  the 
other  body  to  delay  final  action  on  the 
military  construction  bill,  pending  sub¬ 
mission  by  him  of  an  overall  air  defense 
plan.  This  request  was  agreed  to  by 
both  committees  of  the  Congress  and  the 
Secretary  presented  a  plan  to  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  of  the  other  body  on 
June  12.  A  few  days  later  it  was  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House  Armed  Services 
Committee. 

The  continental  air  defense  plan,  as 
presented  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
represents  his  best  judgment  as  provid¬ 
ing  the  means  necessary  to  meet  the 
present  and  future  Russian  manned 
bomber  threat  and  at  the  same  time 
makes  provision  for  accelerating  re¬ 
search  and  development  in  the  anti-mis¬ 
sile-missile  field.  It  does  not  represent 
the  corporate  opinion  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff  as  they  were  unable  to  agree 
among  themselves  and  submitted  several 
recommendations  which  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  undertook  to  resolve.  The  Sec¬ 
retary’s  final  decision  in  this  area  was 
approved  by  the  President. 

Those  features  of  the  plan  involved  in 
the  military  construction  bill  were  ac¬ 
cepted  substantially  by  the  other  body 
and  are  incorporated  in  the  agreement  of 


the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
in  the  conference  report  now  under  con¬ 
sideration. 

Generally  speaking,  the  action  of  the 
other  body  and  the  agreement  of  your 
conferees  results  in  a  reduction  of  both 
the  Bomarc  and  Nike  programs.  It  ap¬ 
peared  to  the  committee  of  conference, 
however,  that  the  level  of  defense  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  was 
approximately  correct  to  meet  the  Rus¬ 
sian  manned-bomber  threat  as  it  pres¬ 
ently  exists  and  may  be  expected  to  con¬ 
tinue  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

Obviously,  it  is  impossible  for  me  in 
a  public  statement  to  give  at  this  time 
all  details  of  the  plan.  I  believe  I  may 
say,  however,  without  fear  of  revealing 
military  secrets,  that  the  plan  is  predi¬ 
cated  upon  a  peripheral  defense  concept, 
incorporating  three  defensive  lines  along 
the  western,  northern,  and  eastern 
boundaries  of  the  United  States.  Cer¬ 
tainly  it  is  to  our  advantage  to  destroy 
attacking  enemy  aircraft  as  far  from 
our  borders  as  possible,  hence,  the  first 
defensive  line  consists  of  United  States 
and  Canadian  interceptor  aircraft. 

A  second  line  of  long-range  Bomarc 
missiles  will  be  prepared  to  attack  bomb¬ 
ers  which  escape  the  interceptors,  and 
finally,  close-in  defensive  positions  em¬ 
ploying  the  Nike-Hercules  and  Nike- Ajax 
weapons  surrounding  key  industrial  cen¬ 
ters  and  SAC  bases  will  be  available  to 
attack  such  of  the  enemy  as  may  pene¬ 
trate  both  the  interceptor  and  Bomarc 
.defense  systems. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  plan  is  a  rea¬ 
soned,  intelligent  and  practical  solution 
which  employs  the  peculiar  advantages 
of  all  weapons  available  to  us  to  defend 
against  enemy-manned  bombers.  It  is 
true  that  Bomarc  is  an  expensive 
weapon  when  compared  to  Nike  but  it 
is  also  true  that  it  will  destroy  the 
enemy  at  a  distance  from  our  country 
which  to  me  makes  the  additional  cost 
worthwhile.  Similarly,  the  Nike  has  ad¬ 
vantages  which  make  it  more  adaptable 
for  close-in  point  defense  and  defense 
against  low-flying  aircraft.  Both  sys¬ 
tems  are  supported  by  expansion  and 
improvement  of  our  early  warning  radar 
lines  across  the  northern  reaches  of  the 
North  American  Continent,  and  by  im¬ 
proving  and  strengthening  of  the  Sage 
system  within  the  continental  United 
States. 

There  remains  simply  the  question  of 
judgment,  the  answer  to  the  question: 
“How  much  is  enough?”  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  an  honest  difference  of  opinion  ex¬ 
ists  among  the  several  members  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  among  Members 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
among  Members  of  the  other  body.  I 
agree  that  a  decision  in  this  area  was 
long  overdue  and  I  believe  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  is  entitled  to 
credit  for  the  action  taken  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  and  by  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  to  expedite 
a  decision  of  this  vital  and  difficult 
question. 

Nevertheless,  that  decision  having 
been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  approved  by  the  President,  I,  for 
one,  would  not  care  to  substitute  my 
individual  judgment  in  a  matter  so  vital 
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to  our  national  survival  for  that  of  the 
President,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and 
then-  military  advisers. 

The  reduced  programs  for  both  Nike 
and  Bomarc  installations  incorporated 
in  the  air  defense  plan  will  result  in  dis- 
anpointment  to  some  Members  and  to 
their  constituents  who  had  reason  to 
believe  that  such  installations  would  be 
constructed  in  their  areas.  Thus,  two 
Bomarc  bases,  one  in  Vermont  and  one 
in  Wisconsin,  which  has  proceeded  to 
the  point  of  inviting  bids  for  construc¬ 
tion  in  one  case,  and  where  a  contract 
had  been  granted  in  the  other,  already 
have  been  canceled.  Similarly,  with  the 
exception  of  certain  key  SAC  bases,  new 
Nike-Hercules  installations  in  the  cen¬ 
tral  and  southern  parts  of  the  United 
States  once  planned,  will  not  be  built. 

I  believe  I  should  say  at  this  point  that 
the  decisions  regarding  the  location  of 
the  sites  of  both  Bomarc  and  Nike- 
Hercules  weapons  included  in  the  air 
defense  plan  were  made  by  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  on  the  recommendations 
of  the  commander  in  chief,  North  Amer¬ 
ican  Air  Defense  Command.  They  were 
military  decisions  and  represent  the  best 
judgment  of  military  men  for  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  these  weapons. 

Reduction  of  the  numbers  of  sites  in 
Question,  together  with  reduced  procure¬ 
ment  programs  for  the  weapons  to  go 
on  such  sites,  results  in  substantial  sav¬ 
ings  in  money  over  the  original  programs 
recommended  for  the  Bomarc  by  the  Air 
Force  and  for  the  Nike  by  the  Army. 
These  additional  funds  will  be  reflected 
in  additional  expenditures  in  the  re¬ 
search  and  development  test  and  evalu¬ 
ation  of  the  Nike-Zeus,  the  anti-missile- 
missile.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  also 
has  requested  of  the  Congress  an  addi¬ 
tional  $137  million  for  current  obligation 
for  the  development  and  production  of 
machines  to  mass-produce  components 
of  the  Nike-Zeus  system.  Other  funds 
available  to  ARPA  also  are  being  utilized 
in  basic  research  for  other  anti-missile- 
missile  defense  systems. 

I  would  like  to  say,  generally,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  Nike  and  Bomarc  sites,  that 
section  419  of  the  bill  as  agreed  upon  by 
the  conferees  will  require  a  study  and 
review  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  of  all 
of  the  sites  selected  as  a  means  of  de¬ 
termining  that  the  correct  sites  have 
been  selected,  and  that  military  necessity 
dictates  that  they  be  established  in  those 
particular  locations. 

That  study  by  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  is  to  be  completed  and  submitted 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
not  later  than  September  15  of  this  year. 

In  view  of  that,  it  is  possible,  although 
I  consider  it  improbable,  that  some  re¬ 
visions  may  be  made  in  the  sites  already 
selected.  In  any  event,  no  one  can  say 
as  a  matter  of  absolute  certainty  that 
this  site  will  be  built  or  will  not  be  built. 
On  September  15,  however,  I  believe  that 
we  will  be  able  to  answer  questions  of 
this  kind. 

The  air  defense  plan,  as  reflected  in 
the  construction  agreed  upon  in  this 
conference  report,  represents  an  ade¬ 
quate  defense  against  the  Russian  man¬ 
ned-bomber  threat  as  seen  today  and  as 


it  may  continue  in  the  foreseeable  future. 
As  this  threat  decreases  the  threat  to 
our  country  from  intercontinental  bal¬ 
listic  missiles  will  increase.  It  is  incum¬ 
bent  upon  the  administration  and  upon 
the  Congress  to  assure  that  no  stone  is 
left  unturned  to  solve  the  problem  of 
defense  against  enemy  ballistic  missiles. 
You  may  be  assured  that  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  of  the  House  is  alert 
to  this  urgent  requirement  and  will  as¬ 
sert  all  of  its  influence  as  well  as  lend 
its  full  support  toward  the  prompt  solu¬ 
tion  of  this  new  and  dreadful  threat  to 
our  liberty. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  action  did  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  take,  if  any,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Depot? 

Mr.  VINSON.  We  provided  that  118 
acres  would  be  retained  for  channel 
straightening  and  that  in  addition  some 
400  acres  would  be  used  as  an  area  for 
spoil  disposal  in  the  cleaning  out  of  the 
channel. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  many  acres  did  the 
gentleman  say? 

Mr.  VINSON.  118  acres  for  the  channel 
straightening.  We  retain  the  title  to 
that  to  straighten  out  the  channel. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And  you  make  available 
for  spoilage  how  many  acres? 

Mr.  VINSON.  400  acres.  The  other 
phase  of  that  disposal  proposition  was 
not  in  conference.  That  had  passed  and 
is  the  law. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  understand  that  per¬ 
fectly,  but  this  means  another  dig  into 
that  valuable  property. 

Mr.  VINSON.  No.  The  acreages  I 
mentioned  are  retained  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  about  the  118  acres? 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  Government  re¬ 
tains  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  118  acres? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Yes;  the  Government 
takes  it  out  of  the  proposed  disposal  by 
GSA. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thought  that  was  to  be 
turned  over  for  the  straightening  of  the 
channel. 

Mr.  VINSON.  We  hold  back  the  118 
acres,  and  we  also  hold  back  the  400 
acres.  That  is  what  we  are  doing.  In 
other  words,  we  are  reducing  the  amount 
that  will  be  available  for  sale. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  amount  you  origi¬ 
nally  set  aside  for  that  purpose  perhaps 
you  are  reducing,  but  the  fact  remains 
that  you  are  giving  away  some  of  this. 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  518  acres  are  being 
retained.  That  is  not  involved  here.  We 
are  holding  back  118  acres  to  straighten 
the  channel.  We  are  taking  back  400 
acres  for  a  spoilage  area. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  can  you  say  you 
are  taking  back  something  that  you  have 
given  away? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Because  we  have  al¬ 
ready  passed  the  bill  permitting  it  to  be 
sold.  We  are  curtailing  the  blanket  au¬ 
thorization. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  this  question.  Is  anybody 


going  to  pay  for  this  land  that  is  given 
for  the  straightening  of  the  Houston 
ship  channel? 

Mr.  VINSON.  It  will  belong  to  the 
Government.  That  is  the  Government’s 
land.  Nobody  pays  for  it.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  does  not  give  it  away. 

Mr.  GROSS.  It  is  going  to  be  given 
away  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  VINSON.  It  is  not  given  away 
at  all. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  Mi’.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  do  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  reference  in  his  statement 
to  the  new  language  of  section  415.  I 
take  from  the  statement  that  he  made 
that  it  is  intended  by  the  conferees  that 
the  proviso  added  to  section  415  would 
apply  to  future  projects. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Exactly. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  And  that  where  those 
projects  could  not  be  concluded  unless 
the  lender  requires  either  for  himself  or 
under  State  law  a  policy  of  title  insur¬ 
ance,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
enter  into  that  contract. 

Mr.  VINSON.  If  it  is  impossible  for 
any  reason  to  construct  a  Capehart  house 
without  title  insurance  then  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  authorized  by  this  language  to 
obtain  title  insurance. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  should  like,  if  I  may, 
to  direct  the  gentleman’s  attention  to 
the  situation  I  am  told  now  exists. 
There  are  a  number  of  such  commit¬ 
ments  that  have  been  made.  There  have 
been  requests  for  title  insurance.  The 
mortgages,  however,  have  not  closed. 
The  policy  of  insurance  has  not  been  de¬ 
livered.  I  assume  that  it  is  not  the  in¬ 
tention  of  this  legislation  to  interfere 
with  such  existing  contracts? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  would  say  this.  In 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  law  as  far  as 
Capehart  houses  are  concerned  has  ex¬ 
pired,  strictly  speaking;  everything  re¬ 
lating  thereto  died  and  is  dead  today  un¬ 
til  this  bill  is  passed.  I  would  say  that 
a  wise  Secretary  might  examine  those 
applications,  look  them  over,  and  if  he 
felt  that  the  facts  and  circumstances 
warranted  title  insurance  he  has  the  lati¬ 
tude  here  to  insist  on  title  insurance. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
very  much. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  there 
are  no  further  questions,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Arends]. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
say  that  I  agree  with  the  statements 
made  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 
I  signed  the  conference  report,  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  conference  committee  al¬ 
though  possibly  in  one  or  two  instances 
I  had  some  grave  doubts  in  my  mind  as 
to  the  workability  of  one  or  two  such 
provisions  in  this  conference  report. 

However,  as  a  whole,  our  conferees 
have  done  an  exceptionally  good  job 
and  I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Thornberry)  .  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

FEDERAL  CREDIT  UNIONS 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  the  resolrNion  (H.  Res.  334)  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  consideration  of  H  R.  8305, 
a  bill  to  amend  tne  Federal  Credit  Union 
Act,  and  ask  for\ts  present  consider¬ 
ation. 

The  Clerk  read  th\resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  theVidoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  ttoe  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  Stat^ef  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  tH.R.  8305) 
to  amend  the  Federal  Credit  CTiion  Act. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  i^e  con¬ 
fined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue\aot  to 
exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally  dividec^and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranrng 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Bank^ 
ing  and  Currency,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  -  3 

and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  sue  i 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  there¬ 
to  to  final  passage  without  intervening  mo¬ 
tion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  my  colleague  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  the  gentleman  from 
Idaho  tMr.  Budge]  ,  and  now  yield  myself 
such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  334 
makes  in  order  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
8305,  which  seeks  to  amend  the  Federal 
Credit  Union  Act.  The  resolution  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  open  rule  and  2  hours  of 
general  debate. 

H.R.  8305  would  rewrite  the  Federal 
Credit  Union  Act,  passed  in  1934.  A 
number  of  the  amendments  would  clari¬ 
fy  and  modernize  the  act  without  mak¬ 
ing  substantive  changes.  Among  they 
more  important  substantive  amendmen) 
are  the  following: 

First.  Increases  maximum  matuyfties 
of  loans  from  3  to  5  years. 

Second.  Increases  signatu^  loan 
limits  from  $400  to  $1,000. 

Third.  Provides  for  loaiVofficers  to 
process  loans  within  specific  limits  and 
makes  other  improvements  in  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  Federal  oredit  unions  to 
enable  them  to  m eey  their  members’ 
needs  more  efficient^ 

Fourth.  Liberalizes  borrowing  restric¬ 
tions  on  Federal /credit  union  officials. 

Fifth.  Authorises  Federal  credit  unions 
to  cash  and  son  checks  to  members  for 
a  reasonableyfee. 

Sixth.  Authorizes  dividends  to  be  paid 
semiannually  and  allows  dividend  credit 
for  savnigs  received  in  the  first  5  days 
of  a  rrydnth. 

bill  would  have  no  impact  on  the 
Federal  budget  inasmuch  as  the  expen'- 
saS  incurred  by  the  Bureau  of  Federal 
Credit  Unions  are  paid  out  of  fees  col¬ 
lected  from  the  supervised  credit  unions. 


Although  the  Federal  Credit  Union  Act 
has  proven  to  be  a  remarkably  effective 
instrument  during  the  25  years  in  which 
it  has  operated,  it  has  not  kept  pace  in 
many  respects  with  the  changes  in  our 
economy  and  the  evolving  needs  of  credit 
unions  and  their  members  which  have 
risen  during  this  period.  The  House 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee  is  rec¬ 
ommending  a  series  of  specific  amend¬ 
ments  which  are  designed  to  bring  the 
act  in  tune  with  today’s  economy. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  year 
marks  the  50th  anniversary  of  the  first 
State  credit  union  law — and  the  25th 
anniversary  of  the  Federal  Credit  Un¬ 
ion  Act. 

The  first  credit  union  in  the  United 
States  was  organized  in  1909.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Credit  Union  Act  was  passed  in 
1934. 

Today  there  are  more  than  9,000  Fed¬ 
eral  credit  unions  operating  in  the 
United  States,  its  Territories,  and  pos-y 
sessions,  including  the  District  of  Colur 
bia — with  a  membership  of  over  5 
lion. 

Although  the  Federal  Credit  Zlnion 
ct  has  been  law  for  only  25  of/xhe  50 
ye\rs  credit  unions  have  opera^a  in  the 
Unioed  States — almost  half  cf/che  20,000 
crediusunions  which  have  bean  organized 
have  been  chartered  by  th^ederal  Gov¬ 
ernments 

As  of  December  3 y  1958,  Federal 
credit  unions  had  assets  estimated  at 
more  than  $2N3illiorynmd  are  growing  at 
a  rate  of  appixjxjmately  $300  million 
each  year.  Dunng  the  past  25  years, 
less  than  one-firtK  of  1  percent  of  the 
dollar  •  amourfir  loanc  made  by  Federal 
credit  unioiy^have  bh§n  charged  off  as 
losses. 

This  bjfi  would  rewrite  the  Federal 
Credit  Isnion  Act.  A  number  of  the 
amendments  would  clarify  and  modern¬ 
ize  tjrfe  act  without  making  Substantive 
changes. 

Imong  the  more  important  substan- 
Tve  amendments  are  the  following 
First.  Increases  maximum  maturities 
of  loans  from  3  to  5  years. 

Second.  Increases  signature  loa? 
limits  from  $400  to  $1,000. 

Three.  Provides  for  loan  officers  to 
process  loans  within  specified  limits  and 
makes  other  improvements  in  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  Federal  credit  unions  to 
enable  them  to  meet  their  members’ 
needs  more  efficiently. 

Fourth.  Liberalizes  borrowing  restric¬ 
tions  on  Federal  credit  union  officials. 

Fifth.  Authorizes  Federal  credit  unions 
to  cash  and  sell  checks  to  members  for 
a  reasonable  fee. 

Sixth.  Authorizes  dividends  to  be  paid 
semiannually,  and  allows  dividend  credit 
for  savings  received  in  the  first  5  days 
of  a  month. 

No  impact  on  the  Federal  budget,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  the  expenses  incurred  by  the 
Bureau  of  Federal  Credit  Unions  are 
paid  out  of  fees  collected  from  the  su¬ 
pervised  credit  unions. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is/6n 
agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was/laid  on 
the  table. 


NATIONAL  BANK  AMENDMENTS— 
AMENDING  LENDING  AND  BOR¬ 
ROWING  LIMITATIONS  APPLI¬ 
CABLE  TO  NATIONAL  BANKS  AND 
AUTHORIZING  .APPOINTMENT  OF 
AN  ADDITIONAL  DEPUTY  COMP¬ 
TROLLER  07  THE  CURRENCY 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  tlyfi Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  333)  providing 
for  the  consideration  of  H.R.  8160,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  lending  and  borrowing  lim¬ 
itations  applicable  to  national  banks,  to 
authorize  the  appointment  of  an  addi- 
tiojrcil  Deputy  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rsney,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
for  its  present  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  8160) 
to  amend  the  lending  and  borrowing  limita¬ 
tions  applicable  to  national  banks,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  appointment  of  an  additional 
Deputy  Comptroller  of  the  Currency,  and 
for  other  purposes.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  the 
bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the 
five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  with¬ 
out  intervening  motion  except  one  motion 
to  recommit. 

Mr.  DELANEV.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Idaho 
(Mr.  Budge]  and  I  now  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution  333  makes  in  order  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.R.  8160,  which  would 
upend  the  lending  and  borrowing  limi- 
taUons  applicable  to  national  banks  and 
would  authorize  the  appointment  of  an 
additional  Deputy  Comptroller  of  the 
Currency,  among  other  things.  The  res¬ 
olution  'provides  for  an  open  rule  and 
1  hour  ofgeneral  debate. 

H.R.  Sieu-makes  four  basic  changes  in 
the  laws  relating  to  national  banks.  The 
first  section  provides  for  an  additional 
Deputy  Comptroller  and  increases  the 
surety  bonds  for  the  Comptroller  and  the 
Deputy  Comptrollers.  Section  2  in¬ 
creases  the  limit  oi\borrowing  by  na¬ 
tional  banks  from  100  percent  of  capital 
to  100  percent  of  capitalNplus  50  percent 
of  surplus.  Section  3  relates  to  the  limit 
on  loans  by  national  bankavto  one  bor¬ 
rower.  Section  4  liberalizes  shme  of  the 
restrictions  on  real  estate  loans  by  na¬ 
tional  banks.  The  bill  would  allqw  na¬ 
tional  banks  to  make  real  estate  loa'ns  up 
to  20  years,  covering  up  to  75  percerk  of 


No.  129- 


13 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


NJ3480 


July 


30 


the  appraised  value  of  the  real  estate, 
if  the  loans  are  fully  amortized.  It 
woulck  also  permit  loans  on  leaseholds 
that  run  at  least  10  years  beyond  the 
loan  maturity.  Finally,  it  would  relax 
certain  existing  restrictions  on  construc¬ 
tion  loans, \xempt  from  the  usual  re¬ 
strictions  on\eal  estate  loans  any  loan 
fully  guaranteed  by  a  State  or  State 
authox-ity,  and  allow  a  bank  to  take  a 
mortgage  as  additional  security  on  cer¬ 
tain  business  loansXwithout  thereby  be¬ 
coming  subject  to  tl\p  real  estate  loan 
restrictions. 

The  bill  would  have  xto  impact  on  the 
Federal  budget  inasmuch  as  the  expenses 
incurred  by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cur¬ 
rency  in  supervising  national  banks  are 
obtained  by  assessment  againstSthe  banks 
supervised. 

H.R.  8160  supersedes  H.R.  6092\which 
was  amended  by  a  subcommittee  of  the 
House  Banking  and  Currency  Commit¬ 
tee.  H.R.  8160,  a  clean  bill,  incorporaDes 
the  changes  made  in  the  original  bill. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  resolution. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
amends  the  lending  and  boi-rowing  lim¬ 
itations  applicable  to  national  banks — 
to  authorize  the  appointment  of  an  ad¬ 
ditional  Deputy  Comptroller  of  the  Cur¬ 
rency — and  for  other  pui-poses. 

The  bill  makes  four  basic  changes  in 
the  laws  relating  to  national  banks: 

First.  The  first  section  relates  to  the 
Office  of  the  Comptroller  of  the  Curren¬ 
cy,  which  supervises  national  banks.  It 
pi-ovides  for  an  additional  Deputy  Comp¬ 
troller  and  increases  the  surety  bonds  for 
the  Comptroller  and  the  Deputy  Comp- 
trollei's. 

There  are  presently  three  deputies — 
one  was  authorized  in  the  original  Na¬ 
tional  Bank  Act  in  1863;  the  second  was 
authorized  in  1909;  and  the  third  in 
1923. 

The  volume  of  work  in  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler’s  Office  has  been  increasing  for  many 
yeai-s  with  the  growth  in  national  bank 
assets.  In  1923,  when  the  last  Deputy 
Comptroller  was  authox'ized,  the  total 
assets  of  national  banks  were  less  than 
$22  billion — as  of  December  31,  1958,  to¬ 
tal  assets  had  grown  to  over  $128  billion. 

The  bill  would  raise  the  surety  bond 
required  for  the  Comptroller  from  $100,- i 
000  to  $250,000;  and  for  the  Deputj 
Comptrollers  from  $50,000  to  $100, 000^ 

This  action  is  not  a  reflection  onyfiny 
of  the  individuals  now  occupying  .^hese 
offices.  The  Comptroller’s  bona  was 
fixed  in  1863;  and  the  Deputy  Qrimptrol- 
lers’  bonds,  in  1909.  These  arjrounts  are 
now  obviously  outmoded. 

Second.  Increases  the  lirafit  on  borrow¬ 
ing  by  national  banks,  frmn  100  percent 
of  capital,  to  100  percent  of  capital  plus 
50  percent  of  surplus. 

This  inci’ease  in  borrowing  authority 
will  permit  banks/^ particularly  smaller 
banks  subject  to  heavy  seasonal  demands, 
to  meet  more  ^adequately  the  financial 
needs  of  theiycommunities,  and  without 
unduly  incrcasing  the  risk  involved. 

With  thdfs  enlargement  of  borrowing 
power,  national  banks  would  still  be 
subject/to  stricter  limits  than  apply  in 
manw/S tales,  where  State  banks  may 
borrow  up  to  the  amount  of  their  capi- 
ta]/and  sui-plus,  and  in  some  instances 


greater  amounts  with  the  approval  of 
the  State  bank  supervisory  authority. 

Third.  Section  3  relates  to  the  limit 
on  loans  by  national  banks  to  one  bor¬ 
rower. 

Generally,  the  limit  is  now  10  percent 
of  the  bank’s  capital  and  surplus — but 
there  are  12  exceptions  permitting  the 
national  banks  to  make  larger  loans 
upon  specified  types  of  securities. 

Under  this  bill,  a  13th  exception  would 
be  added,  and  three  of  the  exceptions 
would  be  amended. 

The  three  exceptions  to  be  amended 
deal  with  loans  secured  by  refi'igerated 
or  frozen  foods,  discounts  by  dealers  in 
dairy  cattle,  loans  secured  by  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  obligations. 

The  new  exception  deals  exclusively 
with  installment  consumer  paper  and 
would  apply  to  all  such  paper  whether 
negotiable  or  nonnegotiable. 

Fourth.  Section  4  liberalizes  some  of 
the  restrictions  on  real  estate  loans  by 
national  banks.  This  bill  would  allow 
L national  banks  to  make  real  estate  loans 
to  20  years,  covering  up  to  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  appraised  value  of  the  real 
estate,  if  the  loans  are  fully,  amortized. 
It  wboild  almost  permit  loans  on  leasey 
holds\hat  run  at  least  10  years  beyor 
the  loaia  maturity.  Finally,  it  would 
relax  certain  existing  restrictioxnr  on 
construction  loans,  exempt  fronri  the 
usual  restrictions  on  real  estate  loans 
any  loan  fuliv  guaranteed  b y  a  State 
or  State  authority,  and  alloy'a  bank  to 
take  a  mortgagees  additional  security 
on  certain  business  hKans  without 
thereby  becoming  s^bj^ct  to  the  real 
estate  loan  restrictior 

The  bill  would  hay^Tho  impact  on  the 
Federal  budget,  ixx#(!smu($h  as  the  ex¬ 
penses  incurred  by  the  Comptroller  of 
the  Currency  yi  supervising  national 
banks  are  chained  by  assessment 
against  the  iymks  supervised. 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,^  move 
the  previojfe  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The ^SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Xhe 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolution 
Tfle  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
[ble. 


NATIONAL  BANK  AMENDMENTS 
AMENDING  NATIONAL  BANKING 
LAWS  TO  CLARIFY  OR  ELIMINATE 
AMBIGUITIES  AND  TO  REPEAL 
CERTAIN  LAWS  WHICH  HAVE  BE¬ 
COME  OBSOLETE 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  332)  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  consideration  of  H.R.  8159,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  national  banking  laws 
to  clarify  or  eliminate  ambiguities,  to 
repeal  certain  laws  which  have  become 
obsolete,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
for  its  pi-esent  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,.  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
8159)  to  amend  the  national  banking  laws 
to  clarify  or  eliminate  ambiguities,  to  repeal 


certain  laws  which  have  become  obsolete, 
and  for  other  purposes.  After  general  de¬ 
bate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and, 
shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  b/ 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  cha 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of /the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency  the 
bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  urufer  the 
five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  reporythe  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  r5revious  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as/ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mx.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution  332  mtOces  in  order  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  HR.  8159,  relating  to  tech¬ 
nical  amendments  in  national  bank  laws. 
The  resolution  provides  for  an  open  l'ule 
and  1  hoi xy  of  general  debate. 

H.R.  8159  is  designed  primarily  to  re¬ 
peal  various  obsolete  provisions  of  the 
national  banking  laws,  to  clarify  and 
eliminate  existing  ambiguities,  and  to 
add'  new  authority  relating  to,  first, 
change  of  location  of  national  banks; 
Second,  liabilities  of  national  banks  to 
the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corpora¬ 
tion;  third,  length  of  time  within  which 
national  banks  must  furnish  condition 
reports;  fourth,  declaration  of  dividends 
of  national  banks;  fifth,  receipt  of  de¬ 
posits  by  corporations  not  examined  and 
regulated;  and  sixth,  use  of  word  “na¬ 
tional”  in  title  of  national  banks. 

The  bill  would  have  no  impact  on  the 
Federal  budget  inasmuch  as  the  expenses 
incurred  by  the  Compti-oller  of  the  Cur¬ 
rency  in  supervising  national  banks  ai-e 
obtained  by  assessment  against  the  banks 
supervised. 

H.R.  8159  supersedes  H.R.  6093  which 
was  amended  by  a  subcommittee  of  the 
House  Banking  and  Currency  Commit¬ 
tee.  H.R.  8159,  a  clean  bill,  incorporates 
the  changes  made  in  the  original  bill. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge]  and 
pending  his  use  of  that  time  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
JMr.  Multer]. 

Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  out  of  order. 

(e  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  inquest  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York?^ 

Theresas  no  objection. 

Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
placed  on  ft^e  Clerk’s  desk  this  morning 
and  signed  Ncfischai-ge  petition  on  the 
home  rule  bills.  This  afternoon  during 
special  orders  tne  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Reuse  1  and  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey V Mr.  Widnall]  will 
address  themselves  do  this  question.  I 
urge  Members  intere^ed  to  be  on  the 
floor  at  that  time  and  participate  in  the 
discussion.  I  also  urge\all  Membei's, 
who  want  home  rule  for  t\e  District  of 
Columbia  to  sign  the  discharge  petition. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  tn$  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mi-.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  \  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  \Vis- 
consin  [Mr.  Zablocki]. 

(Mr.  ZABLOCKI  asked  and  was  giv£ 
pel-mission  to  revise  and  extend  hii 
remarks  and  to  speak  out  of  order.) 
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Public  Law  86-149 
86th  Congress,  H.  R.  5674 
August  10,  1959 

AN  ACT 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and  for  other 

purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

TITLE  I 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop  mili¬ 
tary  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting, 
rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment, 
for  the  following  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 

(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland :  Training  facilities  and  troop 
housing,  $785,000. 

Letterkenny  Ordnance  Depot,  Pennsylvania  :  Maintenance  facilities, 
$454,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama  :  Operational  facilities,  research,  devel¬ 
opment,  and  test  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $5,292,600. 

Savanna  Ordnance  Depot,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities,  $1,160,000. 

I  (Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia :  Training  facilities  and  troop  housing,  $414,000. 

Columbus  General  Depot,  Ohio:  Utilities,  $2,783,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland :  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
$270,000. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  operational  facilities,  and  utilities,  $532,000. 

(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Operational  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,230,000. 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia:  Operational  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,376,000. 

|  (Transportation  Corps) 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Hospital  and  medical  facilities,  $4,285,500. 
Charleston  Transportation  Depot,  South  Carolina:  Family  housing, 
$190,000. 
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(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado :  Medical  facilities  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $188,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 

(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $59,000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey :  Training  facilities,  $64,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

A.  P.  Hill  Military  Reservation,  Virginia :  Training  facilities, 
$229,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky :  Training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $2,541,000. 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland :  Training  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $2,530,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia :  Training  facilities  and  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,090,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,228,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky :  Utilities,  $2,300,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facilities  and 
supply  facilities,  $2,636,000. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $238,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $7,260,000. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $840,000. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $5,337,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Utilities,  $160,000. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri:  Operational  facilities,  medical 
73  ST  AT.  303.  facilities  and  utilities,  $553,000. 

73  stat.  304.  Army  Support  Center,  St.  Louis,  Missouri :  Administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  $261,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California :  Utilities,  $218,000. 

(United  States  Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New  York:  Family 
housing  and  utilities,  $6,303,000. 

(Alaska  Command  Area)  ( 

Fort  Greely:  Family  housing  and  community  facilities,  $2,395,000. 

Fort  Richardson:  Training  facilities,  $321,000. 
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(Tactical  Installations  and  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Family  housing,  $1,646,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities  and  utilities,  $13,194,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Helemano,  Hawaii :  Real  estate,  $90,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities  and  community 
facilities,  $1,259,000. 

Camp  Buckner,  Okinawa:  Training  facilities,  $217,000. 

Pacific  Scatter  System :  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,104,000. 

(Caribbean  Command  Area) 

Fort  Kobbe,  Canal  Zone:  Training  facilities,  $228,000. 

(European  Command  Area) 

France:  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

Germany :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $10,338,000. 

Italy:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities,  $1,973,000. 

(Army  Security  Agency) 

Various  locations:  Administrative  facilities,  operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  medical  facilities,  supply  facil¬ 
ities,  community  facilities,  family  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,573,000. 


(Strategic  Army  Communications) 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,288,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop 
classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary 
public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurte¬ 
nances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $81,830,000.  stat.  305. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop  Construction 
Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  missions,  new  weapons  develop¬ 
ments,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements, 
or  improved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  deter¬ 
mines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with  inter¬ 
ests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  acquire,  con¬ 
struct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Provided ,  Report  to 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Com-  Congressional 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  committees, 
immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section, 
including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authori- 
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zation  will  expire  as  of  September  30,  I960,  except  for  those  public 
works  projects  concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified 
pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  103  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  638), 
is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public  works  projects  thereunder 
concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  407  of 
the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease 
or  otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and 
community  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or 
through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation : 

Various  locations,  France,  400  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  12,  157  units  and  community 
facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  at  the  following  locations : 

Inside  the  United  States 

ARADCOM  Tac  Sites,  575  units. 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  200  units. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland,  27  units.  . 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units.  * 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  1,000  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  800  units. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  867  ifnits. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  800  units. 

Camp  Irwin,  California,  140  units. 

Fort  Ord,  California,  500  units. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky,  350  units. 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts.  1,200  units. 

Outside  the  United  States 

Camp  Losey,  Puerto  Rico,  150  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  under 
the  heading  “Continental  United  States”,  in  section  101,  as  follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Ord¬ 
nance  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland, 
strike  out  “$2,288,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,613,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities 

(Quartermaster  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  New  Cumberland  General 
Depot,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out  “$464,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$597,000”.  g 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Signal  l 
Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out 
“$1,936,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,276,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Fifth  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  strike  out 
“$4,663,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,051,000”. 
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(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  72  stat.  641. 
in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$116,915,000”  and 
“$294,394,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$118,101,000”  and 
“$295,580,000”,  respectively. 


TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop  mili-  Navy, 
tary  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting, 
rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities  and  equipment  for 
the  following  projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Shipyard,  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance  facilities, 

$1,422,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities, 

$365,000. 

David  Taylor  Model  Basin,  Carderock,  Maryland:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  $318,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Subsidence  protective 
measures,  $500,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut:  Troop  housing, 
utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,146,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  and  maintenance  and  production  facilities,  $3,497,000. 

fleet  base  facilities 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Operational  facilities, 

|  $7,353,000. 

Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island,  California:  Utilities,  $701,000. 

aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities ;  73  stat.  306. 
and,  at  Outlying  Landing  Field,  Bravo,  operational  and  training  73  stat.  307. 
facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 

$5,147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola,  Florida:  Community  facilities, 

$400,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $2,811,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  and  medical 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 

)and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $26,584,250. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Miramar,  California:  Operational  facilities, 

$305,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia:  Operational  facilities, 

$336,000. 
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(Marine  Corps  Air  Station) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South  Carolina: 
Operational  facilities,  $51,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California  :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $48,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California:  Troop  housing, 
$2,216,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$3,851,000. 

(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp 
Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $1,051,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lakehurst,  New  Jersey:  Utilities,  $726,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland :  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  $1,050,000. 

Naval  Air  Material  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania :  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  $333,000. 

Pacific  Missile  Range,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements; 
at  Point  Arguello,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facilities,  troop  housing,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements;  and,  at  various 
Pacific  islands,  operational  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $30,000,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Bayonne,  New  Jersey :  Administrative  facili-  ( 
ties,  $123,000. 

Military  Medical  Supply  Agency,  Brooklyn,  New  York:  Adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  $113,000. 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  San  Diego,  California :  Administrative  facili- 
73  STAT.  307.  ties,  $100,000. _ 

73  STAT.  308.  MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California:  Utilities, 
$432,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  ammunition  storage  facilities,  $328,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  ammunition  storage  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,137,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Propellant  Plant,  Indian  Head,  Maryland:  Research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  $972,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Utilities,  $1,025,000.  / 

Naval  Communication  Training  Center,  Corry  Field,  Florida:  > 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,000,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $4,712,000. 

Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Real  estate,  $81,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Utilities,  $144,000. 
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MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Medical  Research  Laboratory,  New  London,  Connecticut: 

Medical  research  facilities,  $75,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Buskin  Lake,  Kodiak,  Alaska:  Operational 
facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Cape  Chiniak,  Alaska:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $40,000. 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Operational 
facilities,  $1,781,000. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West  Virginia :  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilites,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $3,957,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $3,179,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine:  Troop  housing, 

$271,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia:  Research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  $1,591,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ship  Repair  Facility,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Operational 
facilities,  $507,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Canada:  Troop  housing  and  community 
facilities,  $4,133,000.  _  _ 73  stat.  308. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Atsugi,  Japan :  Operational  facilities,  $1,640,000.  73  STAT.  309. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda:  Troop  housing,  $295,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cubi  Point,  Luzon,  Philippine  Islands:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $76,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii :  Operational  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,579,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Rota,  Spain :  Operational  facilities,  $5,400,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii : 

Supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $4,796,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Karamursel,  Turkey:  Utilities, 
l$105,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland:  Troop  housing, 

$267,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Lualualei,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii :  Utili¬ 
ties  and  ground  improvements,  $350,000. 
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Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Okinawa:  Operational  facilities, 
$2,038,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Sebana  Seca,  Puerto  Rico:  Utilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Wahiawa,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii :  Utili¬ 
ties  and  ground  improvements,  $274,000. 

yards  and  docks  fac  ilities 

Public  Works  Center,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands :  Utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  and  real  estate,  $10,947,000. 

Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities,  $760,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop  classi¬ 
fied  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  con¬ 
verting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $18,495,000. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop 
Navy  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction  made 
necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  missions,  new  weapons  developments, 
new  and  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with  interest  of 
national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct, 
convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000 :  Provided ,  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  imme¬ 
diately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  will 
expire  as  of  September  30, 1960,  except  for  those  public  works  projects 
concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion  prior  to  that  date. 

(b)  Section  203  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  646), 
is  hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public  works  projects  thereunder 
concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  407  of 
the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease 
or  otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and 
community  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
.Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or 
through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation : 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  100  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  at  the  following  locations : 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Charleston,  South  Carolina,  40  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California,  500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada,  106  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glynco,  Georgia,  225  units. 

Naval  Station,  Key  West,  Florida,  500  units. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  500  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida,  40  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi,  320  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  New  Iberia,  Louisiana,  178  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500  units. 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  500  units. 

Naval  Mine  Defense  Laboratory,  Panama  City,  Florida,  42  units. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia,  450  units. 

Naval  Radio  Research  Station,  Sugar  Grove,  West  Virginia,  142 
units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California,  150  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida,  229  units. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona,  100  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202,  “$72,785,000”,  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$72,935,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$72,785,000”, 
and  “$212,833,000”,  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$72,935,000”  and  “$212,983,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section 
201,  as  follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Naval  Air  Train¬ 
ing  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Memphis,  Ten¬ 
nessee,  by  striking  out  “$511,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$664,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Marine  Corps  Air 
Stations)  ”  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point, 
North  Carolina,  by  striking  out  “$273,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$330,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
“$312,004,000”,  and  “$460,716,000”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place 
thereof  “$312,214,000”,  and  “$460,926,000”.  _ 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Marine  Corps  Air 
Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River, 
North  Carolina,  by  striking  out  “$39,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$52,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facilities”,  with  respect 
to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  by  striking 
out  “$1,469,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$1,596,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Outside  the  United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “communication  facilities”  with  respect  to 
the  Naval  Security  Group  Activity,  Istanbul,  Turkey,  by  striking 
out  “$130,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$320,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$230,356,000”,  “$48,199,000”, 
and  “$337,611,000”,  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$230,- 
496,000”,  “$48,389,000”,  and  “$337,941,000”. 


72  Stat.  647. 

72  Stat.  647. 


70  Stat.  995. 

72  Stat.  648. 

72  Stat.  648. 

73  STAT.  310. 

73  STAT.  311. 

71  Stat.  538. 

71  Stat.  539. 

71  Stat.  540. 

71  Stat.  557. 
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TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop 
military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  con¬ 
verting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  for  the  following  projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $766,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Maintenance  facilities,  $190,- 

000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $2,309,000. 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Rafael,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,285,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facil¬ 
ities,  community  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $2,779,000. 

Kingsley  Field,,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $955,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan:  Training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,755,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $523,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$3,371,000.  { 

NORAD  Headquarters,  Colorado  Springs  Area,  Colorado:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities  and  real  estate,  $10,000,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Operational  facili- 
73  st at.  311.  ties,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,234,000. 

73  stat.  312.  Uxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $255,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $866,000r 
Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $612,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach,  New  York: 
Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $269,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $4,266,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska :  Community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,181,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Operational  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,150,000. 

Galena  Airport,  Alaska:  Ground  improvements,  $100,000.  I 

King  Salmon  Airport,  Alaska :  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,690,000. 

Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska:  Maintenance  facilities,  $250,000. 
Various  locations,  Alaska :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $16,510,000. 


Air 
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AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $676,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah :  Operational  facilities,  $341,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Operational  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,180,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,548,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
and  community  facilities,  $2,676,000. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Supply  facilities,  and 
troop  housing,  $900,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Research,  devel¬ 
opment,  and  test  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $12,000,000. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullahoma,  Tennessee: 

Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5,690,000. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  medical  facilities,  $787,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 

$833,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $909,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts:  Training 
facilities,  and  research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1,952,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational  facilities, 
research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,822,000. 

Sacramento  Peak  Upper  Air  Research  Site,  Alamogordo,  New 
Mexico:  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities, 

$616,000. _ _ _ 1 _ 73  STAT.  312. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND  73  STAT.  313. 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,828,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $216,000. 

Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,307,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational  facilities, 

$405,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,980,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance  facilities, 

$408,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  hospital  facili¬ 
ties,  $7,047,600. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational  facilities, 

$250,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 

$2,168,000. 
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AIR  UNIVERSITY 

Gunter  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Administrative 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,915,000. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Montgomery,  Alabama:  Operational 
facilities,  $391,000. 

headquarters  command 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland :  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $20,000,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  Charleston,  South  Carolina:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$822,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $750,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,083,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois :  Supply  facilities,  $253,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $110,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California :  Supply  facilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $187,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational  facilities, 
$300,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational  facilities,  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $416,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas:  Maintenance 
73  stat.  313.  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,099,000. 

73  stat.  314.  Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana  :  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,725,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas :  Operational  facilities, 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,484,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Maintenance  facilities, 
ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $425,000. 

Chennault  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana:  Utilities,  and 
ground  improvements,  $350,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio:  Hospital 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,915,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $621,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi:  Operational 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $264,000. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $895,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,071,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational  facilities, 
$292,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  South  Dakota:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,445,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Operational 
facilities,  $158,000. 
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Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational  facilities, 

$762,000. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 

$1,461,000. 

Glasgow  Air  F orce  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana :  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,661,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Operational 
facilities,  $6,364,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia :  Operational  facilities, 

$410,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington:  Operational 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,036,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Maintenance  facilities, 

$164,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas:  Operational 
facilities,  $325,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Maintenance  facilities, 

$48,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Maintenance  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $866,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $712,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California  :  Operational  facilities, 

$6,052,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,402,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,361,000. 

I  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational  facilities, 

'  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities.  $1.802.000. _ _ 73  stat.  314 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Operational  73  STAT.  315 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $542,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York:  Operational 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,134,000. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $21,533,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational  facilities, 

$4,147,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $1,098,000. 

Vandenburg  Air  Force  Base,  Lompoc,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  and  real  estate,  $147,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  and  ground  improvements,  $942,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster,  Missouri :  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $2,406,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,484,000. 

) 
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TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  Clovis,  New  Mexico:  Maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  $800,000. 

England  Air  Force  Base,  Alexandria,  Louisiana :  Operational  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,468,000. 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California :  Hospital  facilities, 
$1,820,200. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $540,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South  Carolina: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $151,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities, 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $557,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,249,000. 

Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,150,000. 

Shaw  Air  F orce  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina :  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $505,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $246,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  family 
housing,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$74,651,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,199,000.  ^ 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hickam  Air  F orce  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii :  Operational  facilities, 
73  STAT.  315.  $1.299,000. 

73  stat.  316.  Wake  Island:  Supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $2,211,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $21,778,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Utilities,  $106,000. 

Ramey  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational  facilities,  and 
supply  facilities,  $1,309,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$6,996,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, { 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $15,160,000. 


August  10,  1959 


-15- 


Pub.  Law  86-149 


UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCE  SECURITY  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,908,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  $105,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  ground  improvements, 
$16,987,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop 
classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for  ballistic,  strategic, 
and  defense  missiles  and  ballistic  missile  detection  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  tem¬ 
porary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of 
$417,541,000. 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  con¬ 
struction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air  Force  missions,  new 
weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  requirements,  or  improved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  determines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would 
be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection 
therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total 
amount  of  $10,000,000 :  Provided ,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force, 
or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public 
work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate  actions 
pertaining  thereto.  This  authorization  wilFeXpire  as  of  September 
30,  1960,  except  for  those  public  works  projects  concerning  which  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  have  been  notified  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to  that 
date. 

(b)  Section  303  of  the  Act  of  August  20, 1958  (72  Stat.  636,  655)  is 
hereby  repealed  except  for  those  public  works  projects  thereunder 
concerning  which  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified  prior  to  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Seo.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  407  of 
the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by 
lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
and  community  facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for¬ 
eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454), 
I  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation : 

Various  locations,  France,  300  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  203  units  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 
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Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  187  units  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Burderop  Park  Hospital,  United  Kingdom,  152  units  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Croughton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Greenham  Common  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  135  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  136  units. 
Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  468  units  and  hos¬ 
pital  facilities. 

Ruislip  (West)  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  community  facili¬ 
ties. 

Sculthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  61  units  and  community 
facilities. 

Wei  ford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  31  units. 

Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  community  facilities. 
Woodbridge  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  community  facilities. 
Classified  locations,  1,083  units  and  community  facilities, 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force  is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy 
as  public  quarters  at  the  following  locations : 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas,  100  units. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas,  470  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  400  units. 

Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  160  units. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  100  units. 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  350  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  150  units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  400  units. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  340  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  200  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  250  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  480  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  190  units. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyoming,  156  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  500  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  670  units. 

Keesler  Air  F orce  Base,  Mississippi,  240  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  520  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  470  units. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  330  units. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  110  units. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  100  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  560  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  230  units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  530  units. 

Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  820  units. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  400  units. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600  units. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  200  units. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  200  units. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  170  units. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  600  units. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  350  units. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  390  units. 
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Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under 
the  heading  “Outside  the  United  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “alaskan  air  command”,  with  respect  to 
Ladd  Air  Force  Base,  strike  out  “$1,630,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,895,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
in  clause  (3)  *of  section  502  the  amounts  “$160,705,000”,  and 
“$607,460,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$160,970,000”,  and 
“$607,725,000”  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301  as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Montana,  strike  out  “$1,832,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$2,182,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska, 
strike  out  “$3,265,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,890,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville, 
Wisconsin,  strike  out  “$15,552,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$16,655,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$542,161,000”  and  “$952,415,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  “$544,239,000”  and  “$954,493,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  307.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  make  a 
study  of  the  need  for  grade  separation  on  “Old  Loop  No.  13”  which 
traverses  a  portion  of  Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  Texas.  Expenditure 
of  $25,000  out  of  appropriations  available  to  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force  is  authorized  for  such  study. 
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GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  each  military  department  may  proceed  Land  improve- 
to  establish  or  develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  Act  with-  ments,  etc. 
out  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (31  U.S.C.  529;  40  U.S.C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774(d) 
and  9774(d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  70A  stat.  269, 
permanent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  590. 
for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision  inci-\73  stat,  318. 
dent  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title  to  73  stat.  319, 
the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (40  U.S.C.  255),  and  even  though  the  land  is  held  tempo¬ 
rarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority 
to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned 
land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  Appropriation, 
be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  appropriations  for  public 
works  projects  authorized  by  titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States,  $72,363,100;  outside 
the  United  States,  $24,210,000;  section  102,  $81,830,000;  section 
103,  $10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $188,403,100. 

(2)  for  title  II :  Inside  the  United  States,  $113,356,250 ;  outside 
A  the  United  States,  $35,300,000;  section  202,  $18,495,000;  section 
J  203,  $10,000,000 ;  or  a  total  of  $177,151,250. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $296,897,800;  out¬ 
side  the  United  States,  $73,058,000;  section  302,  $417,541,000; 
section  303,  $10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $797,496,800. 
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Sec.  403.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this 
Act,  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned,  be  increased  by 
5  per  centum  for  projects  inside  the  United  States  (other  than 
Alaska)  and  by  10  per  centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  States 
or  in  Alaska.  However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such 
title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

Sec.  404.  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with  section 
2313(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  contracts  made  under 
this  Act  for  the  establishment  or  development  of  military  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities  in  foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the 
carrying  out  of  this  Act ;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller  General  have 
agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  adequately  auditing  those 
contracts ; 

the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  requirements  of 
that  section. 

Sec.  405.  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the  United  States  for 
performance  within  the  United  States,  its  Territories  and  possessions, 
under  this  Act  shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Bureau  of 
Yards  and  Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and  supervision  is 
wholly  impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  executed  under  the 
jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  another  department  or  Government 
agency,  and  shall  be  awarded,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  competitive 
basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national  security  will  not 
be  impaired  and  the  award  is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  The  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments 
shall  report  semiannually  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  all  contracts 
awarded  on  other  than  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible 
bidder.  ( 

Sec.  406.  As  of  July  1,  1960,  all  authorizations  for  military  public 
works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary  of  a  military  department  in 
connection  with  the  establishment  or  development  of  military  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities,  and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  there- 
for,  that  are  contained  m  Acts  approved  before  August  31,  1957,  and 
not  superseded  or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization  are 
l-epealed,  except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appropriations 
therefor  that  are  set  forth  m  those  Acts  in  the  titles  that  contain 
the  general  provisions ; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as  to  which 
appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for  construction  contracts 
or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in  part  before  July  1,  1960,  and 
authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guarantee  for  family  hous¬ 
ing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is  contained  in  section  302 
of  the  Act  of  July  14, 1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the  Line  of  Com¬ 

munications,  France,  in  the  amount  of  $10,000,000  that  is  con¬ 
tained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat. 
606,  609)  ;  . 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified  facilities  in( 
the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  September  28,  1951  (65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 
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(6)  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  507  of  the  Act  of 
August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636,  661),  the  authorization  for: 

(a)  family  housing  at  a  classified  installation  in  the  amount 
of  $2,234,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section'  101,  of  the 
Act  of  July  15, 1955  (69  Stat.  324,  328) ; 

(b)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $369,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  328)  ; 

(c)  the  United  States  Army,  Europe,  in  the  amount  of 
$6,925,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act 
of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  994)  ; 

(d)  the  Caribbean  Command  Area,  in  the  amount  of 
$1,060,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  Act 
of  August  3, 1956  (70  Stat.  991, 944) ; 

(e)  classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,300,000  that  is 

contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  994) ;  .  .  , 

(f)  land  acquisition  and  obstruction  removal  for  flight 
clearance  in  the  amount  of  $754,000  at  various  locations  that 
is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201,  under  the  heading 
“Continental  United  States”  and  subheading  “aviation 
facilities  (Special  Purpose  Air  Stations)”  of  the  Act  of 
July  15, 1955  (69  Stat.  324,  332),  as  amended: 

(g)  operational  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $700,000  at  the 
Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Florida,  that  is  contained  in 
title  II,  section  201,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Fleet  Support 
Air  Stations)”  in  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991, 
996),  as  amended; 

(h)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of  family  hous¬ 
ing  contained  in  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324),  to 
the  extent  that  section  504  of  the  Act  of  August  20,  1958  (72 

\  Stat.  636,  660),  made  available  such  authorization  for  the 

)  construction  of  family  housing  for  the  Department  of  the 

Army  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania,  Fort  Benjamin 
Harrison,  Indiana,  and  Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii,  and  for  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force  at  Sundance,  Wyoming,  and 
at  four  locations  outside  the  United  States. 

(i)  the  authorization  for  the  construction  of  medical  facili- 
ties  in  the  amount  of  $5,000,000  for  Camp  Jackson  (now  Fort 
Jackson),  South  Carolina,  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section 
101,  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  326)  :  Provided . 
That  the  unit  cost  per  bed  does  not  exceed  $20,000. 

(j)  medical  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $2,667,000  for  Lin¬ 
coln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska,  that  is  contained  in 
title  III,  section  301,  of  the  Act  of  July  15, 1955  (69  Stat.  324, 
344)  :  Provided ,  That  this  authorization  shall  expire  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1961,  if  not  funded  prior  to  that  date. 

Sec.  407.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15, 1955  (69  Stat.  324, 352) , 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1959  through  and  including  1962, 
the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively,  are 
authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities  at  or  near  military  tactical  instal¬ 
lations  for  assignment  as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and 
"their  dependents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination 
>oy  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is  a  lack  of 
adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military  tactical  installa¬ 
tions.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a  family  or  indi¬ 
vidual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  seven  thousand  five  hundred  of 
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sucli  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the 
rental  of  such  housing  facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations 
available  for  maintenance  and  operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a 
month  for  any  such  unit.” 

Sec.  408.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  30, 1957 
(71  Stat.  531,  556),  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law,  and  effective 
July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall  be  contracted  for  or  ac¬ 
quired  at  or  in  support  of  military  installations  or  activities  unless  the 
actual  number  of  units  involved  has  been  specifically  authorized  by 
an  annual  military  construction  authorization  Act  except  (1)  housing 
units  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  rental  guarantee  family  housing  authorized 
under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622)  :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  more  than  five  thousand  units  shall  be  contracted  for 
under  the  authority  of  such  section  prior  to  June  30,  1964;  and  (3) 
housing  units  leased  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not, 
or  for  terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  2675  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.” 

Sec.  409.  The  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may  acquire  by 
lease  for  indefinite  periods  of  time  real  property  in  the  Ryukyu  Islands 
needed  by  the  United  States  Government.  Rentals  for  such  leases 
may  be  paid  in  advance  from  appropriations  available  for  operation 
and  maintenance  except  advance  payments  for  periods  in  excess  of 
five  years  which  shall  be  from  appropriations  available  for  military 
construction. 

Sec.  410.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Section  4774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsec¬ 
tion  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Army  may  be  four-bedroom 
quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occu¬ 
pancy  by  officers  holding  grades  below  major.”  4 

(b)  Section  7574  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection’ 
at  the  end  thereof : 

“(e)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Navy  may  be  four- bedroom 

\ quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less  for  occu¬ 
pancy  by  officers  holding  grades  below  lieutenant  commander.” 

(c)  Section  9774  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection 
at  the  end  thereof : 

“(g)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  family  quarters  constructed 
from  appropriated  funds  for  officers  of  the  Air  Force  may  be  four- 
bedroom  quarters  having  a  net  floor  area  of  1,400  square  feet  or  less 
for  occupancy  by  officers  holding  grades  below  major.” 

Sec.  411.  To  the  extent  that  any  authority  provided  by  the  Act  of 
August  20,  1958  (72  Stat.  636).  or  this  Act,  for  the  construction  of 
appropriated  fund  family  housing  at  locations  in  foreign  countries 
is  not  utilized,  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  the  number  of  hous¬ 
ing  units  so  authorized  may  be  accomplished  at  the  same  locations 
under  the  authority  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954 
(68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended. 


5  USC  171z-l. 

Report  to  Congress.  Sec.  412.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall,  on  or  before  January 
31,  1960,  submit  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  complete  and  detailed  information  wit™ 
respect  to  the  various  types  and  kinds  of  aircraft,  missiles,  and  navar 
vessels  being  procured  by  the  armed  forces  of  the  United  States, 
including  the  number  of  each  type  and  kind  procured  and  the  cost 
thereof  and  the  number  of  each  type  and  kind  proposed  to  be  pro¬ 
cured  and  the  estimated  cost  thereof. 
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(b)  No  fluids  may  be  appropriated  after  December  31,  1960,  to  or 
for  the  use  of  any  armed  force  of  the  United  States  for  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  aircraft,  missiles,  or  naval  vessels  unless  the  appropriation 
of  such  funds  has  been  authorized  by  legislation  enacted  after  such 

date. 

Sec.  413.  Section  109(a)  of  Public  Law  85-685  (72  Stat.  636,  641) 
is  amended  by  adding  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  thereof :  “How¬ 
ever,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  not  make  available  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  or  his  designee,  for 
sale  pursuant  to  this  sect  ion,  such  lands,  or  interests  therein,  not  exceed¬ 
ing  one  hundred  and  eighteen  acres  for  channel  straightening,  and 
four  hundred  acres  for  a  temporary  spoil  disposal  area  for  a  period 
of  ten  years,  as  the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  to  be  necessary  for 
the  improvement  or  maintenance  of  the  Houston  Ship  Channel 
Project.” 

Sec.  414.  (a)  Section  803(a)  of  the  National  Housing  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  last  proviso  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  “ And  provided  further ,  That  no  more  mortgages  shall 
be  insured  under  this  title  after  September  30,  1960,  except  pursuant 
to  a  commitment  to  insure  before  such  date,  and  not  more  than  twenty 
thousand  family  housing  units  shall  be  contracted  for  after  June  30, 
1959,  pursuant  to  any  mortgage  insured  under  section  803  of  this  title 
after  such  date.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  contained  in  subsections  104(b),  204(b),  and  304(b) 
of  this  Act,  the  total  number  of  units  of  family  housing  contracted  for 
after  June  30, 1959,  and  before  October  1, 1960,  pursuant  to  the  author¬ 
ity  contained  in  such  subsections  shall  not  exceed  a  total  of  twenty 
thousand  units.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  determine  the  total 
number  of  units  to  be  constructed  by  each  of  the  military  services  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  this  section.  The  Secretaries  of 
the  three  military  departments,  or  the  designee  of  each,  shall  promptly 
jotify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
-Representatives  of  any  determination  made  hereunder  as  it  affects 
each  such  department. . .  . . . 

Sec.  415.  Action  403  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subsection  as  follows: 

“(d)  On  request  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Attorney  General 
shall  furnish  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  an  opinion 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  title  to  any  property  on  which  it  is  proposed 
to  construct  housing,  or  on  which  housing  has  been  constructed,  under 
this  section.  If  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  is  that  the  title 
to  any  such  property  is  good  and  sufficient,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
is  authorized  to  guarantee,  or  enter  into  a  commitment  to  guarantee, 
the  mortgagee,  under  a  mortgage  on  such  property  which  is  insured 
under  title  VIII  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  against  any  losses  that 
may  thereafter  arise  from  adverse  claims  to  title.  None  of  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  any  mortgage  loan  hereafter  insured  under  such  title  VIII 
shall  be  used  for  title  search  and  title  insurance  costs :  Provided ,  That 
if  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  determines  in  the  case  of 
any  housing  project,  that  the  financing  of  the  construction  of  such 
project  is  impossible  unless  title  insurance  is  provided,  the  Secretary 
may  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  reasonable  costs  necessary  for 
obtaining  title  search  and  title  insurance.  Any  payments  by  the 
Secretary  hereunder  shall  be  made  from  the  revolving  fund  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  404(g).  Any  determination  by  the  Secretary 
under  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  be  set  forth  in  writing,  together  with 
the  reasons  therefor.  The  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  shall  be  promptly  notified  of 
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each  such  determination,  and  of  the  amount  of  any  payment  made  by 
the  Secretary  for  title  search  and  title  insurance  costs.” 

Sec.  416.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I,  II,  and  III 
of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any  building  construction 
project  within  the  continental  United  States  (other  than  Alaska)  at  a 
unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

(1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  warehousing; 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing ; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks ; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters ; 

unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of  special 
circumstances,  application  to  such  project  of  the  limitations  on  unit 
costs  contained  in  this  section  is  impracticable. 

Sec.  417.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  April  3,  1958  (72  Stat.  78),  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “$500,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 


“$900,000”. 

Sec.  418.  Section  404(c)  (2)  of  tire  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
is  amended  by  striking  the  first  two  sentences  thereof  and  sub¬ 
stituting  the  following  language :  “In  any  condemnation  proceedings 
instituted  to  acquire  any  such  housing,  or  interest  therein,  the  court 
shall  not  order  the  party  in  possession  to  surrender  possession  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  final  judgment  unless  a  declaration  of  taking  has  been  filed, 
and  a  deposit  of  the  amount  estimated  to  be  just  compensation  has 
been  made,  under  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of  February  26,  1931 
(46  Stat.  1421).  The  amount  of  such  deposit  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section  shall  not  in  any  case  be  less  than  an  amount  equal  to  the  actual 
cost  of  the  housing  (not  including  the  value  of  any  improvements  in¬ 
stalled  or  constructed  with  appropriated  funds)  as  certified  by  the 
sponsor  or  owner  of  the  project  to  the  Federal  Housing  Commissioner 
pursuant  to  any  statute  or  any  regulation  issued  by  the  Federal  Hous¬ 
ing  Commissioner,  reduced  by  the  amount  of  the  principal  obligation 
of  the  mortgage  outstanding  at  the  time  possession  is  surrendered,  buT 
any  such  deposit  shall  not  include  any  excess  mortgage  proceeds  ol 
‘windfalls,’  kickbacks  and  rebates  received  in  connection  with  the  con* 
struction  of  said  housing  as  determined  by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
or  any  other  Federal  agency.  The  amount  of  such  deposit  in  any  case 
where  the  sponsor  or  owner  has  not  certified  the  cost  of  the  project  to 
the  Federal  Housing  Commissioner  at  the  time  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act,  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his 
designee,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1421)  :  Provided ,  That  in  the  event  there  is  withdrawn  from  the  regis¬ 
try  of  the  court  by  the  owner  or  sponsor  a  sum  of  money  in  excess  of 
the  final  award  of  just  compensation,  this  excess  shall  be  repaid  to  the 
United  States  plus  a  sum  equal  to  4  per  centum  per  annum  on  such 
excess  from  the  time  such  sum  is  deposited  in  the  registry  of  the  court : 
Provided  further ,  That  any  court  in  which  money  is  deposited  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  section  shall  require  the  furnishing  of  security  by  the 
owner  to  protect  the  United  States  from  any  loss  by  reason  of  a  final 
award  of  just  compensation  of  less  than  the  amount  deposited:  And 
provided  further ,  That  the  deposit  required  to  be  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  without  prejudice  to  any  party  in  the  determination  of  just 
compensation.  Unless  title  is  in  dispute,  the  court,  upon  application 
and  subject  to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subsection,  shall 
promptly  pay  to  the  owner  at  least  75  per  centum  of  the  amount  stx 
deposited,  but  such  payment  shall  be  made  without  prejudice  to  anK 
party  to  the  proceeding.”  ^ 

Sec.  419.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  not  later  than  September 
15,  1959,  report  to  the  Armed  Services  Committees  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  the  results  of  a  complete  review  of  all  pre- 
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viously  authorized  surface-to-air  missile  sites  with  the  assurance  (1) 
that  the  review  reveals  the  military  necessity  for  the  construction  of  the 
sites  selected,  (2)  that  the  performance  and  capability  of  the  missiles 
selected  for  the  respective  sites  are  in  consonance  with  military  require¬ 
ments  so  as  to  eliminate,  insofar  as  possible,  overlapping  of  missions 
and  duplication  of  weapons  systems,  and  (3)  that  particular  attention 
shall  be  given  to  the  feasibility  of  modifying  or  expediting  any  of  the 
missile  programs  for  either  defense  or  offense. 

Sec.  420.  In  carrying  out  in  a  foreign  country  any  project  author¬ 
ized  by  this  Act  or  any  other  Military  Construction  Act  heretofore 
or  hereafter  enacted,  currencies  of  such  country  acquired  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress)  shall,  to  68  stat.  454. 
the  extent  available  and  feasible,  be  used  in  lieu  of  dollars.  The  7  use  1691  note. 
Department  of  Defense  shall  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  any  foreign  currencies  so  utilized  in  carrying  out  such 
projects. 

Sec.  421.  Titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  short  title. 
“Military  Construction  Act  of  1959”. 


TITLE  V 


Reserve  Forces  Facilities 


Sec.  501.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  develop  the  following  facilities 
for  reserve  forces : 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Army : 

ARMY  RESERVE 


Reserve  Forces 
Facilities  Act 
of  1959. 

70A  Stat.  120. 
10  USC  2231- 
2238. 


Aberdeen,  South  Dakota :  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

N,  Akron  (Number  2),  Ohio :  Training  facilities, $574, 000. 

/  Allentown-Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Anderson,  Indiana  :  Training  facilities^  $136,000. _ 

Ann  Arbor,  MichiganTTraining  facilities,  $317,000. 

Aurora,  Illinois :  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bardstown,  Kentucky :  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Beaver  Dam,  Wisconsin :  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Bellaire,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Bloomington,  Illinois :  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Bloomington,  Indiana :  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 
Bridgeport-Fairfield,  Connecticut:  Training  facilities  addition, 
$64,000. 

Bronx,  New  York :  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 

Brownsville,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Butler,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

Champaignj  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Chicago  Heights,  Illinois :  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Chico,  California:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Cumberland,  Maryland :  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 

Dallas  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities  addition,  $64,000. 
Dayton,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

Delaware,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

\  Detroit  (Number  1),  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $602,000. 

J  Detroit  (Number  2),  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $602,000. 
Duluth,  Minnesota :  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

East  Saint  Louis,  Illinois :  Training  facilities,  $156,000. 

El  Dorado.  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Evanston,  Illinois :  Training  facilities,  $574,000. 


73  STAT.  324. 
73  STAT.  325, 
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Flint,  Michigan :  Training  facilities,  $551,000. 

Fort  Smith,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Fulton,  Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $160,000, 

Gadsden,  Alabama :  Training  facilities,  $144,000. 

Galveston,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Gettysburg,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Glens  Falls,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Hammond,  Indiana :  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Harrison,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 

Joliet,  Illinois :  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Kankakee,  Illinois:  Training  facilities, $168,000. 

La  Crosse,  Wisconsin :  Training  facilities,  $317,000, 

Lafayette,  Louisiana :  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Malone,  New  York :  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Mankato,  Minnesota :  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Marion,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Meadville,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Milwaukee  (West),  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $602,000. 
Morristown,  New  Jersey :  Training  facilities,  $317,000. 

Mount  Vernon,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Muncie,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $288,000. 

New  Orleans  (Number  1),  Louisiana:  Training  facilities,  $520,000. 
Odessa,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Okmulgee,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Olean,  New  York :  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Oswego,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $176,000. 

Painesville,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Pittsburgh  (Number  3),  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $574,- 

000. 

Purcell,  Oklahoma :  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

73  stat.  325.  Rolla,  Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $160,000.  A 

73  st at.  326.  Rutland,  Vermont  :  Training  facilities,  $143,000.  ™ 

Sacramento,  California :  Training  facilities  addition,  $61,000. 

Saint  Cloud,  Minnesota :  Training  facilities,  $330,000. 

Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $61,000. 

San  Antonio  (Number  2),  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $520,000. 

San  Diego,  California :  Training  facilities,  $526,000. 

San  Marcos,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Santa  Barbara,  California :  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 

Savannah,  Georgia :  Training  facilities,  $259,000. 

Springfield,  Missouri :  Training  facilities  addition,  $73,000. 
Uniontown,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 

Vallejo,  California:  Training  facilities,  $302,000. 

Washington,  Iowa :  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Washington,  Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Washington,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $136,000. 
Wenatchee,  Washington :  Training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Westminster,  Maryland :  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Various  locations :  Training  facilities  minor  additions,  $1,788,000. 
Land  acquisition :  Training  facilities,  $800,000. 

San  Jose,  California :  Parking  lot  and  drill  grounds,  $1. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  ( ARMORY ) 

Amsterdam,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $55,000. 

Anchorage,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $276,000. 

Baltimore  (Dundalk),  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $215,000. 
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Bayamon,  Puerto  Rico :  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Beebe,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Belen,  New  Mexico :  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Benson,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Birmingham,  Alabama :  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Bound  Brook,  New  Jersey :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Buffalo,  New  York :  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Butte,  Montana :  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Cape  May  Court  House,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $250,000. 

Colby,  Kansas :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Coleville,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

De  Witt,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Donna,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Durant,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Elyria,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Enosburg  Falls,  Vermont :  Training  facilities,  $169,000. 

Farmington,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 

Flemington,  New  Jersey :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Freehold,  New  Jersey :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Gainesville,  Georgia :  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Greeley,  Colorado :  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Hackettstown,  New  Jersey :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Hazen,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Idaho  Falls,  Idaho :  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Inman,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Iuka,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Johnstown,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 

Jonesville,  South  Carolina  :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Lancaster,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Leominster,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 

Martindale  Army  Air  Field,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $210,000. 

Milan,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $91,000. _ 73  stat,  326, 

Milwaukee,  Wisconsin :  Training  facilities,  $235,000.  73  stat.  327. 

Mount  Olive,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

New  Brockton,  Alabama :  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Newton,  New  Jersey :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Norwalk,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $140,000. 

Olean,  New  York :  Training  facilities,  $46,000. 

Omaha,  Nebraska :  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 

Oswego,  New  York :  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 

Plentywood,  Montana  :  Training  facilities,  $63,000. 

Ponce,  Puerto  Rico :  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Princeton,  West  Virginia  :  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 

Quitman,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Ronceverte,  West  Vrginia :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Roswell,  New  Mexico :  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 

Saint  Paul,  Minnesota :  Training  facilities,  $565,000. 

Salem,  Oregon :  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

San  German,  Puerto  Rico :  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Savannah,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $600,000. 

Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $60,000. 

Tomahawk,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Troy,  New  York :  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Tuckerton,  New  Jersey :  Training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Webb,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Various  locations:  Training  facilities  minor  conversions,  $84,000. 
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Bismarck,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  $57,000. 

Buckhannon,  West  Virginia :  Administrative  and  supply  facilities, 
$206,000. 

Camp  Drum,  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $308,000. 

Hayward,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facilities,  $52,000. 

Jersey  City,  New  Jersey :  Maintenance  facilities,  $49,000. 

(2)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (AVIATION) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base),  Atlanta,  Georgia: 
Operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  $838?000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas :  Operational  facilities  and  supply 
facilities,  $348,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Operational  facilities, 
$59,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan:  Operational  facilities 
and  utilities,  $771,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California :  Operational  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $563,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Supply  facilities  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $178,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Operational  facilities,  $192,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts:  Operational 
facilities,  $76,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities,  $797,000. 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Beaumont| 
73  STAT.  327.  Texas :  Operational  facilities,  $65,000.  " 

73  stat.  328.  JNaval  Reserve  .Electronics  Facility,  Champaign,  Illinois:  Training 
facilities,  $70,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Cleveland,  Ohio:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $655,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Galveston,  Texas:  Operational 
facilities,  $204,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Kingsville,  Texas:  Training 
facilities,  $35,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  New  Haven,  Connecticut:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $323,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint  Louis, 
Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $697,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California :  Operational 
facilities,  $226,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Whitestone,  New  York:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $104,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Chicago,  Illinois :  Training 
facilities,  $518,000.  1 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Johnson  City,  Tennessee? 
Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $330,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Saint  Louis, 
Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $370,000. 
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Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Rafael,  California: 
Training  facilities,  $490,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Tampa,  Florida :  Training 
facilities,  $391,000. 

(3)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force : 


AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana :  Supply  facilities,  and 
operational  facilities,  $364,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$92,000. 

Ellington  Air  Force  Base,  Houston,  Texas:  Operational  facilities, 
$823,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Troop  housing, 
$43,000. 

O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities  and  utilities,  $1,890,000. 

Portland  International  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon:  Operational 
facilities,  $588,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri:  Supply 
facilities,  $105,000. 

Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Station,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $188,000. 
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Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan :  Operational  facilities, 

$105,000. 

New  Orleans  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $274,000. 

Baer  Field,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana:  Operational  facilities,  $238,000.  73  stat.  328 
Bradley  Field,  Hartford,  Connecticut-!  Maintenance  facilities,  73  stat  329 
\23,000. 

y  Buckley  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $591,000. 

Burlington  Municipal  Airport,  Burlington,  Vermont:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $123,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin :  Operational  facilities, 

$82,000. 

Cheyenne  Municipal  Airport,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming:  Operational 
facilities,  $238,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Maintenance  facilities, 

$123,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington :  Maintenance  facilities, 

$245,000. 

Gore  Field,  Great  F alls,  Montana  :  Maintenance  facilities  and  opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $665,000. 

Go  wen  Field,  Boise,  Idaho :  Operational  facilities,  $238,000. 

Haleakala  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Maui,  Hawaii: 

Operational  facilities,  $446,000. 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii :  Operational  facilities, 

$3,222,000. 

Hancock  Field,  Syracuse,  New  York :  Operational  facilities, 

^596,000. 

j  Hector  Field,  Fargo,  North  Dakota :  Operational  facilities,  $946,000. 

^  Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational  facilities,  $259,000. 

Hulman  Field,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana :  Operational  facilities, 

$238,000. 
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Kokee  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  Facility,  Kauai,  Hawaii: 
Operational  facilities,  $283,000.  Ej 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas :  Operational 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $2,323,000. 

Memphis  Municipal  Airport,  Memphis,  Tennessee:  Operational 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,825,000. 

Ontario  Municipal  Airport,  Ontario,  California :  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $233,000. 

Peoria  Municipal  Airport,  Greater  Peoria,  Illinois:  Operational 
facilities,  $430,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities  and  supply  facilities,  $943,000. 

Sioux  Falls  (Foss  Field) ,  Sioux  Falls,  South  Dakota:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $123,000. 

Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Springfield,  Ohio:  Operational 
facilities,  $105,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin :  Maintenance  facilities,  $123,000. 

Tucson  Municipal  Airport,  Tucson,  Arizona:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $123,000. 

Will  Rogers  Field,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma :  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $317,000.  1 

(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  necessary  by 
changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment  to  reserve  forces 
units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  facilities  for  inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing 
appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  interests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  imple¬ 
ment,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any  facility  to  be  undertaken 
under  this  subsection:  Provided,  That  the  first  sentence  of  section 
2233a  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  facilities 
authorized  by  this  subsection.  A 

Sec.  502.  (a)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“naval  reserve  (aviation)”  in  clause  (1)  of  section  603  by  striking 
out  the  following : 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance  facilities, 
utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000.” 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading  “air  national 
guard  of  the  united  states”  in  clause  (2)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

(1)  With  respect  to  Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Massachusetts, 
strike  out  “$740,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,030,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  various  locations:  Runway  arrestor  bar¬ 
riers,  strike  out  “$300,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$480,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading  “army 
reserve”  in  clause  (3)  of  section  603  as  follows: 

(1)  With  respect  to  Canton,  Ohio,  strike  out  “$40,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$61,000”. 

(2)  With  respect  to  Greenwood,  South  Carolina,  strike  out 
“$85,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$117,000”. 

(3)  With  respect  to  Johnstown,  Pennsylvania,  strike  out 
“$99,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$136,000”. 

(d)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  under  the  heading  “ara^| 

NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (ARMORY)”  in  clause  (3)  ^ 
section  603  by  striking  out  the  following : 

“Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Carlisle,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 


-29- 


Pub.  Law  86-149 


August  10,  1959 

“Chester,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $206,000.” 

“Cincinnati,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $300,000.” 

“Clayton,  New  Mexico :  Training  facilities,  $57,000.” 

“Houston  (Number  1),  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $323,000.” 
“Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000.” 

“Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $130,000.” 
“Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000.” 

“Salem,  New  Jersey :  Training  facilities,  $15,000.” 

(e)  Public  Law  85-685  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of 
section  606  “$11,886,000”  and  inserting  m  place  thereof  “$10,582,000”; 
and  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  (b)  of  section  606  “$11,976,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$12,446,000”;  and  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(3)  of  section  606  “$28,330,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$27,079,000”. 

Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  develop  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities  under  this  title  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and 
3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  sections  4774(d)  and 
9774(d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place 
permanent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for 
surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision  incident 
to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title  to  the 
land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  and  even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  au¬ 
thority  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys 
and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use) , 
by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  504.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  501  for  the  respective  reserve  components  of  the  armed  forces  may 
not  exceecL= - - — - - 

(1)  for  Department  of  the  Army: 

(a)  Army  Reserve,  $20,916,000 ; 

(b)  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  $8,806,000. 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and  Marine  Corps 
W  Reserves,  $8,300,000; 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force : 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $4,093,000 ; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  $15,580,000. 
Sec.  505.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  501  of  this  Act  may, 

in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  be  increased  by  15  per 
centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all  projects  authorized  for  the  Army 
Reserve,  the  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  the  Naval 
and  Marine  Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  the  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts 
named  in  clauses  (1)  (a),  (1)  (b),  (2),  (3)  (a),  and  (3)  (b)  of  section 
504:5  respectively. 

Sec.  506.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reserve  Forces  Facilities 
Act  of  1959”. 

TITLE  VI 

Sec.  601.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  convey  by 
quitclaim  deed  to  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  all  the  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  four  and  five-tenths 
acres  of  land,  more  or  less,  comprising  the  United  States  Army  Re¬ 
serve  Center  Lighthouse  Point  site  and  being  a  part  of  the  lands 
down  as  the  United  States  Coast  Guard  Santa  Cruz  Light  Station, 
-situated  on  the  northerly  side  of  West  Cliff  Drive,  approximately 
seven  hundred  feet  south  of  Pelton  Avenue,  in  the  city  and  county  of 
Santa  Cruz,  California,  and  in  exchange  for  said  conveyance  to  accept 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States  of  America  from  the  city  of  Santa 
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Cruz  a  deed  conveying  fee  simple  title  to  not  less  than  four  acres  of 
land  situated  within  the  city  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  to  be  utilized 
as  the  site  for  a  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center :  Provided ,  That 
the  city  of  Santa  Cruz  pay  to  the  United  States  a  sum  of  money  rep¬ 
resenting,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  aggregate 
of  (1)  the  amount  by  which  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  so 
conveyed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  exceeds  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  land  accepted  in  exchange  therefor;  (2)  the  amount  heretofore 
expended  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  connection  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  construction  of  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  Center  at 
Lighthouse  Point  for  work  and  materials  which  cannot  be  utilized  in 
connection  with  the  construction  of  the  United  States  Army  Reserve 
Center  on  the  site  to  be  acquired  from  the  city;  and  (3)  the  amount 
by  which  the  costs  for  providing  adequate  foundations,  sewer  and 
water  facilities,  and  site  preparation  for  the  construction  of  a  United 
States  Army  Reserve  Center  at  the  site  to  be  acquired  from  the  city 
exceeds  the  estimated  costs  for  providing  foundations,  sewer  and 
water  facilities,  and  site  preparation  at  the  Lighthouse  Point  site. 

Seo.  602.  The  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  under 
this  title  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  as 
miscellaneous  receipts  except  that  any  moneys  received  under  section 
601  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  title  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  to 
which  such  costs  are  charged. 

Approved  August  10,  1959. 
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